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The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.

Rev. Albert Joseph McCartney, D. D., pastor of the Cove-
nant-First Presbyterian Church, Washington, D. C., offered
the following prayer:

God is our refuge and our strength. I will lift up mine
eyes unto the hills from whence cometh my help. He that
dwelleth in the secret place of the Most High shall abide under
the shadow of the Almighty.

Let us pray:

Almighty God, we, Thy servants, here assembled humbly
acknowledge our constant need of divine guidance. Espe-
cially amid all the tumult and confusion of these days of deci-
sion through which our people are passing, when our hearts
are anxious and our minds perplexed, we are made deeply
conscious, in a very new and real sense, of our dependence on
the wisdom and the counsel that cometh down from above,
and is ever profitable to direct.

Behold the needs of these representatives of the people.
Give them strength of body, clarity of mind, and honesty of
heart, that they may counsel and act together for the welfare
of our Nation and the world. Strengthen any who are espe-
cially burdened among us, and give us fortitude of spirit
for all our undertakings. God bless our land, defend our
liberties, preserve our unity, and give us peace. In the name
of Jesus Christ the Prince of Peace. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent,
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar
day of Monday, September 30, 1940, was dispensed with, and
the Journal was approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President of the United States
were communicated to the Senate by Mr. Latta, one of his
secretaries,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr.
Chaffee, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed without amendment the following hills and joint
resolution of the Senate:

S.253. An act to authorize the leasing of certain Indian
lands subject to the approval of the Secretary of the Interior;

S.3636. An act to amend the National Defense Act, as
amended, so as to provide for retirement of assistant chiefs
of branches and of wing commanders of the Air Corps with
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the rank and pay of the highest grade held by such officers as
assistant chiefs and wing commanders, and for other purposes;

S. 3868. An act for the relief of certain former disbursing
officers for the Civil Works Administration and the Federal
Emergency Relief Administration;

S.4258. An act to remove the restriction placed upon the
use of certain lands acquired in connection with the expan-
sion of Mitchel Field, N. Y.; and

S.J.Res, 267. Joint resolution providing for the acquisition
by the Railroad Retirement Board of data needed in carrying
out the provisions of the Railroad Retirement Act.

The message also announced that the House had disagreed
to the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 960) ex-
tending the classified executive civil service of the United
States; agreed to the conference asked by the Senate on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr.
Ramspeck, Mr. RanooLpH, Mr. Fries, Mrs. Rocers of Massa-
chusetts, and Mr. Rees of Kansas were appointed managers
on the part of the House at the conference.

The message further announced that the House had agreed
to the amendments of the Senate to each of the following
bills of the House:

H.R. 8868. An act conferring jurisdiction upon the Court
of Claims to hear, determine, and render judgment upon the
claim of the Bolinross Chemical Co., Inc.; and

H. R. 9722. An act to provide for the regulation of the busi-
ness of fire, marine, and casualty insurance, and for other
purposes.

The message also announced that the House had agreed to
the report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the House to
the bill (S. 1160) for the relief of Roland Hanson, a minor,
and Dr. E. A. Julien.

The message further announced that the House had agreed
to the reports of the committees of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to each of the following bills of the House:

H.R. 3481. An act for the relief of C. Z. Bush and W. D.
Kennedy; and

H.R. 4126. An act for the relief of Warren Zimmerman,

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. MINTON. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Adams Burke Davis Guffey
Andrews Byrd Downey Gurney
Ashurst Byrnes Ellender Hale
Austin Capper Frazier Harrison
Bailey Caraway George Hatch
Barkley Chavez Gerry Hayden
BEilbo Clark, Idaho Gillette Herring
Brown Connally Glass Hi
Bulow Danaher Green Holt
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Hughes Norris Schwellenbach Townsend
Johnson, Calif. Nye Sheppard Truman
Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney Shipstead Tydings
King Overton Smathers Vandenberg
McEellar Pepper Stewart Van Nuys
McNary Pittman Taft Walsh
Maloney Radcliffe Thorhas, Idaho Wheeler
Mead Reed Thomas, Okla. White
Minton Russell Thomas, Utah Wiley
Murray Schwartz Tobey

Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. Bonel]l and the Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
CHANDLER] are absent because of illness.

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. BankHEAD], the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Crarx], the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
DonaHEY], the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. LEgl, the Sena-
tor from Illinois [Mr. Lucas], the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
McCARrRAN], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. MiLLEr], the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Neery], the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. REyNoLps], the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. SvarTEryl, the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
SmitH], and the Senator from New York [Mr. WAGNER] are
necessarily absent.

Mr. AUSTIN. I announce that the Senator from New Jer-
sey [Mr. Barsour], the Senator from Vermont [Mr. Gisson],
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. HoLmanl, and the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. LobGe] are necessarily absent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Seventy-five Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present.

PUBLIC-SCHOOL BUILDINGS, FROID, MONT.—VETO MESSAGE (S. DOC.
NO. 301

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the follow-
ing message from the President of the United States, which
was read, and, with the accompanying bill, referred to the
Committee on Indian Affairs and ordered to be printed:

To the Senate:

I return herewith, without my approval, the enrolled bill
S. 1450, which would authorize an appropriation of $30,000
for cooperation with school district numbered 15, Froid, Mont.,
for the extension and improvement of public-school buildings.

Of a total school enrollment for the Froid district for the
current year of 214, the Indian enrollment is only 14. Less
than 7 percent, in other words, of the enrollment in the Froid
district is comprised of children whose education is a respon-
sibility of the Indian Service. Tuition for these Indian chil-
dren is pa‘d at the rate of 30 cents per day, with 10 cents a
day per child additional for the noonday lunch.

In view of this ratio of Indian to white school children, and
of the payment of tuition on account of the Indian children,
it does not seem to me that the improvement of school facili-
ties in the amount proposed in this bill may properly be re-
garded as a responsibility of the Indian Service.

While the bill provides for the recoupment by the United
States, through reduction or elimination of the annual Fed-
eral tuition payments, of the amount to be expended, with
interest at 3 percent per annum, within a period of 30 years,
it is apparent that such recoupment would not be effected in
view of the fact that the amount required to be paid to the
Government for the first year would be $1,900 ($1,000 prin-
cipal, and $900 interest), whereas the amount that would be
earned by the school district on account of tuition for the
Indian children—if in the same amount as for the last year—
would be only $658.

For the foregoing reasons I am compelled to withhold ap-
proval of the bill.

FraNkxLIN D. ROOSEVELT,

THE WmiTe House, Octcber 1, 1940.

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION INVESTIGATION OF PENNSYLVANIA
SUBSIDIARIES OF ASSOCIATED GAS & ELECTRIC SYSTEM

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter from
the Chairman of the Federal Power Commission, transmit-
ting copies of the order and opinion of the Commission in its
investigation of six Pennsylvania subsidiaries of the Asso-
ciated Gas & Electric System, also a copy of the trial ex-
aminer’s report approved by the Commission, and making
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reference to holding companies, affiliates, and operating com-
panies, which, with the accompanying papers, was referred
to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. TYDINGS, from the Committee on Territories and
Insular Affairs, to which was referred the bill (S. 4218) to
extend to the Virgin Islands the provisions of certain laws
relating to vocational education and civilian rehabilitation,
reported it with amendments and submitted a report (No.
2189) thereon.

Mr. SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Military Affairs,
to which were referred the following bills, reported them each
without amendment and submitted reports thereon:

H.R.8333. An act for the relief of Ralph W. Daggett,
formerly lieutenant, Quartermaster Corps, United States
Army (Rept. No. 2190) ; and

H.R. 8613. An act to amend the act to provide for the
retirement of disabled nurses of the Army and the Navy
(Rept. No. 2191).

Mrs. CARAWAY, from the Committee on Commerce, to
which was referred the bill (S. 4363) granting the consent of
Congress to the Department of Highways and the county of
Big Stone, State of Minnesota, to construct, maintain, and
operate a free highway bridge across the Whetstone Diver-
sion Channel at or near Ortonville, Minn., reported it without
amendment and submitted a report (No. 2192) thereon.

BILL INTRODUCED

Mr. BAILEY introduced a bill (S. 4392) for the relief of
Themas P. Waters, which was read twice by its title and
referred to the Committee on Military Affairs.

ACQUISITION OF CERTAIN BRITISH POSSESSIONS AND REDUCTION OF

GREAT BRITAIN'S INDEBTEDNESS TO THE UNITED STATES—REFER-
ENCE OF BILL

Mr. KING. Mr. President, yesterday I introduced Senate
bill 4391, to authorize negotiations for the acquisition of
certain British possessions, to provide for. reducing the
indebtedness of Great Britain to the United States, and for
other purposes. The bill is upon the table. I ask that it be
referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations, where I
think it is appropriate for it to go.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?
hears none, and it is so ordered.

NOTICE OF MOTION TO SUSPEND THE RULE—AMENCMENT

Mr. OVERTON submitted the following notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the standing rules of the Senate,
I hereby give notice in writing that it is my intention to move to
suspend paragraph 5 of rule XVI for the purpose of proposing to
the bill (H. R, 10539) making supplemental appropriations for
the support of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1941, and for other purposes, the following amendment, namely:

At the proper place in the bill, to insert the following:

“GEORGE WASHINGTON BICENTENNIAL COMMISSION

“For payment to Mrs, Eatherine Clagett and to the estate of
Dr. John Fitzpatrick $2,700 and $6,666.66, respectively, for serv-
ices rendered the George Washington Bicentennial Commission in
connection with the compilation of the definitive writings of
George Washington, $9,366.66: Provided, That the payment to the
said Mrs. Eatherine Clagett shall be in full, complete, and final
compensation of any and all claims arising out of services ren-

dered to the George Washington Bicentennial Commission prior to
June 30, 1940.”

Mr. OVERTON also submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to House bill 10539, supra, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be
printed.

(For text of amendment referred to, see the foregoing
notice.)

AMENDMENT TO MERCHANT MARINE ACT, 1936—MOTION TO RECON-
SIDER WITHDRAWN

Mr. KING. Mr. President, yesterday I interposed in the
absence of a Senator a motion to reconsider the vote by
which the bill (H. R. 9581) to amend the Merchant Marine
Act, 1936, as amended, was passed. I desire now to with-
draw the motion to reconsider.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion to reconsider having
been withdrawn, the bill stands passed.

The Chair
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ADDRESS BY SENATOR LUCAS AT GRAND RAPIDS, MICH.

[Mr. BRown asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the REcorp the address delivered by Senator Lucas at Grand
Rapids, Mich., on Monday, September 23, 1940, which appears
in the Appendix.]
EDUCATION’S DEFENSE OF DEMOCRACY—ADDRESS BY DANIEL L,

MARSH

[Mr. WarsH asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the Recorp an address delivered by the Honorable Daniel L.
Marsh, president of Boston University, at the Boston Uni-
versity summer school commencement on August 10, 1940,
on education’s defense of democracy, which appears in the
Appendix.]
STATEMENT BY HON. GEORGE C. PEERY ON LIMITATION OF PRESI-

DENTIAL TERM

[Mr. Burke asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the Recorp the statement of Hon. George C. Peery, formerly
Governor of Virginia, before the subcommittee of the Senate
Committee on the Judiciary on the question of the limitation
of the Presidential term, which appears in the Appendix.]

EDITORIAL FROM MILWAUKEE SENTINEL ON THE THIRD TERM

[Mr. Burge asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the REcorp an editorial from the Milwaukee Sentinel of July
6, 1939, on the subject of a third Presidential term, which
appears in the Appendix.]

ENGLISH PREDICTIONS OF AMERICAN ACTION

[Mr. Hort asked and obtained leave to have printed in the
Recorp an article entitled “English Publications Predict the
Action of the United States With Great Accuracy,” which
appears in the Appendix.

PROFITS OF CORPORATIONS

[Mr. Hort asked and obtained leave to have printed in the
Reporp an article entitled “War Profits,” which appears in
the Appendix.]

GERMAN-ITALIAN-JAPANESE PACT

[Mr. PEpPER asked and obtained leave to have printed in the
Recorp several articles on the subject of the German-Italian-
Japanese pact, which appears in the Appendix.]

LABELING OF WOOL PRODUCTS; TRUTH IN FABRICS—CONFERENCE
REPORT

The Senate resumed the consideration of the report of the
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the House to the bill (S. 162)
to protect producers, manufacturers, distributors, and con-
sumers from the unrevealed presence of substitutes and mix-
tures in spun, woven, knitted, felted, or otherwise manufac-
tured wcol products, and for other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question before the Senate
is on agreeing to the conference report on what is known as
the truth-in-fabrics bill.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, I move the adoption of
the conference report on Senate bill 162.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion is unnecessary. The
question is already before the Senate.

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, I desire to ad-
vise the Senate that I wish to be heard before a vote is taken
on the motion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is debatable.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I shall be glad to yield to the
proponent of the bill if he cares to take the time now.

Mr. GUFFEY and Mr. SCHWARTZ addressed the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Oklahoma
yield, and if so, to whom?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield to the Senator from
Pennsylvania.

8. FORRY LAUCKS AND THE YORK SAFE & LOCE CO.

Mr. GUFFEY. Mr. President, on Monday, September 23,
1940, the junior Senator from West Virginia [(Mr. Hort] ad-
dressed the Senate on the subject of politics in national de-

fense, During the course of his remarks the Senator referred
to Mr. S. Forry Laucks, president of the York Safe & Lock
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Co. The Senator read a statement published in a York news-
paper concerning Mr. Laucks’ appointment as head of a State-
wide organization to form Roosevelt-Wallace clubs.

The Senator further referred to another item in the paper
announcing the awarding of an artillery material contract to
the York Safe & Lock Co. in the amount of $2,914,720. The
Senator referred to other contracts awarded the York Safe
& Lock Co. He stated that he had found a half-page adver-
tisement of the York Safe & Lock Co. in the Democratic
campaign book of this year, and that the company paid ap-
proximately, “he imagined,” $4,000 for that.

Any reasonable man who heard or read the Senator’s re-
marks about Mr. Laucks could not help concluding that he,
the Senator, was inferring, if not actually stating, that Mr.
Laucks and his company were obtaining their business from
the Government on a political or favor-granting basis.

I cannot permit that inference to stand unchallenged. I
have known Mr. Laucks for many years. He is one of the most
public-spirited citizens with whom I or anyone else could come
in contact. He is well-to-do, and became thus, not through
inheritance or speculation, but through his ability to build up
and operate in an efficient manner one of the finest plants in
this country engaged in his particular kind of business.

The wherewithal which he has earned as an honest busi-
nessman is used to a considerable extent in support of worthy
charities in the community of which he has been a part for
many years.

There are employed in his plant many men of the highest
skill in their respective trades. They have been with him for
years. .

When the depression hit this country during the Hoover
administration, and corporations without souls were laying
off men right and left, in order that they might conserve their
capital, Mr. Laucks, who practically owns the York Safe &
Lock Co., continued his men on the pay roll, even though they
could not be kept busy, at a cost of hundreds of thousands of
dollars to himself.

These men had been with him for years. They had been
faithful to him. He was faithful to them, and would not throw
them out upon the community when he knew they would be
unable to find employment at that time. He is that kind of
man.

Mr. Laucks is a Democrat of long standing. To my per-
sonal knowledge he was one prior to the election of Woodrow
Wilson. He has been a generous contributor to Democratic
campaign funds for many years. He contributed his share, or
more, even, when the party was out of power. He did so be-
cause he believes in the principles of the party.

He did place an advertisement in this year’s Democratic
yearbook. He paid $1,000 for that ad, and not £4,000, as
the junior Senator from West Virginia imagined. I have
in my possession the receipt covering the advertising contract.

The junior Senator from West Virginia referred to the
following contracts awarded the York Safe & Lock Co. by
the Government:

Artillery matériel Ordnance Department, contract worth
$2,914,720.

War Department, gun mounts worth $604,188.

Navy Department, gun mounts worth $59,846.27.

War Department, cradle assemblies worth $57,050.

War Department, gun carriages worth $794,300.

Every single one of those contracts was obtained as a re=
sult of competitive bidding, and I want to emphasize the word
“competitive.” In each and every instance the York Safe
& Lock Co. was the low bidder.

The $2,914,724 contract for artillery matériel was obtained
in competition with the National Pneumatic Co., whose bid
amounted to $3,264,000. The York Safe & Lock Co. under-
bid that firm $349,276.

The $604,188 contract for gun mounts was obtained in com-
petition with the Buckeye Traction Ditcher Co., of Findley,
Ohio, and the Baldwin Locomotive Co., of Eddystone, Pa.
The bids of the Buckeye Traction Ditcher Co., and the Bald-

- win Locomotive Co. were $752,960 and $838,760, respectively.

as compared with the York Safe & Lock Co.’s bid of $604,188.
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The $59,846.27 contract for gun mounts was obtained in
competition with the Buckeye Traction Ditcher Co., of Find-
ley, Ohio, the Westinghouse Electric Elevator Co., of Jersey
City, N. J., and the Pollack Manufacturing Co., of Arlington,
N. J.

These companies bid $60,253.01, $87,057, and $124,055.05, as
compared with the York Safe & Lock Co. bid of $59,846.27.

The $57,050 contract for cradle assemblies was obtained in
competition with the Harvey Machinery Co. of Los Angeles,
Calif., and the Tucker Manufacturing Co. of Detroit, Mich.
The latter two companies bid $57,258.64 and $79,038.70, re-
spectively, as compared with the York Safe & Lock Co. bid of
$57,050.

The $794,300 contract for gun carriages was obtained in
competition with the Western Austin Co. of Harvey, Ill., and
the Duplex Printing Press Co. of Battle Creek, Mich. These
latter two companies bid $963,300 and $975,468, respectively,
as compared with the York Safe & Lock Co. bid of $794,300.

The figures and statements just given and made by me are
matters of public record and are available to those of us who
care to take the time to see them. There is nothing in the
record to warrant impugning the integrity of Mr. S. Forry
Laucks or the York Safe & Lock Co. The junior Senator
from West Virginia has done so by inference. If he is willing
to accept facts, he should be glad to apologize to Mr. Laucks
and the York Safe & Lock Co. I hope he will do so.

Mr. President, I ask that there be printed in the REcorp
following my remarks a front-page article printed in the
York (Pa.) Gazette and Daily, under date of September 25,
1940, entitled “S. Forry Laucks Hits Back at Senator HoLt"”;
a column from the same paper of the same date entitled
“Around the Town”; and a column entitled “Around the
Town” printed in the same paper under date of September 26.

There being no objection, the matters were ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

[From the York (Pa.) Gazette and Daily of September 25, 1940]

8. Forey Lavucks HiTs Back AT SENATOR HoLT—PoINTs OUT ALL
CONTRACTS AWARDED TO YORK SAFE & LocK Co. WERE AWARDED ON
OPEN Bips 1IN WHICH THE COMPANY Was THE Low BIiopEr—Has
LoNG BEEN A DEMOCRAT

8. Forry Laucks, president of the York Safe & Lock Co., last night
denounced Senator RusH D. HoLt, of West Virginia, for impugning
the integrity of the Army and Navy procurement divisions in the
matter of defense contracts awarded to the York Safe & Lock Co.

“All the contracts awarded our company,” stated Mr. Laucks,
“were awarded on open bids; and our company was the low bid-
der. The actual facts about them could have been ascertained by
Senator HoLt if he had chosen to secure accurate information in-
stead of just using the forum of the Senate to make misstatements
about the national defense in order to raise suspicion of Federal
officials at a time when the United States is going through a
critical period.

NOTHING TO HIDE

“So far as orders placed with the York Safe & Lock Co, are con-
cerned, we have nothing to hide. Every transaction is a matter of
public record, We have no objection to that record being made
public, but we deserve to have any citation of that record conform
with the facts.

“We are proud of the fact that the York Safe & Lock Co. has been
the successful bidder on a number of Government contracts. We
entered the field of providing defense materials as soon as the need
for better defense was apparent. We did not try to hold up the Gov-
ernment for high profits and special concessions as many manufac-
turing concerns have.

“Our plant is peculiarly adapted for making ordnance materials
that require precision. It would be unpatriotic of us not to make
this plant and its machine tools available to the Government when
the Government needs it. We did it during the World War when we
converted 85 percent of our plant capacity to war work. We shall
continue that practice, and we will strain every effort to make as
much of our plant as the Government needs available for Govern-
ment work in spite of Senator HoLt or anybody else.

LOW BIDDER BY $3489,276

“On one contract to which Senator HoLT referred, we were low bid-
der by $349,276. On another contract we were low bidder by $208.64,
and we assured delivery in 280 days as against 550 days by the sec-
ond lowest bidder. On another contract we were low bidder by
$169,000 and promised delivery 150 days earller than the second low-
est bidder. On still another contract we were low bidder by $406.74,

FROM LONG LINE OF DEMOCRATS

“I have been a Democrat all my life. My father was a Democrat
“all his life and he died in 1916 at the age of 92. His father before
him was a Democrat when he died at the age of 81. On my
mother's side my grandfather was a Democrat.and attended a
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Democratic Convention in York in 1836 and was a member of the
resolutions committee of the convention,

“All my life I have been a contributor to the Democratic Party.
I am happy to do my little bit now to help reelect Franklin D.
Roosevelt, whom I supported in 1932 and 1936. What I contribute
to the cause of the Democratic Party is in line with the Demo-
cratic tradition in which I was reared and has no connection
whatever with my business.

“It seems strange, indeed, that a lifelong Democrat should have
his integrity impugned, and that Federal officials should be made
susplicious, when contracts are awarded on open bidding, but no
question is raised when large numbers of firms who are now
supporting the Republican candidate are given defense contracts
by negotiation.

“The interest of the York Safe & Lock Co. in defense contracts
is an interest in helping to provide for the defense of the country
we love and in bringing into the community, in which I have
spent my entire life, work for the highly skilled workmen for which
York has an International reputation.”

|From the York (Pa.) Gazette and Dally of September 25, 1940]
ArounND THE TOwWN

York industry came in for a bit of free publicity in the Senate
of the United States on Monday.

“Lame duck” Senator Rusa D. Hort, who has an almost perfect
record in the Senate for being misinformed and obnoxious, who
will be retired to private life when the Senate adjourns, brought
the matter up.

Senator HoLt would have us believe that the Democratic Party
is macing firms receiving defense contracts for contributions to
the Democratic Party.

He cited the case of Mr. 8. Forry Laucks, whose firm, the York
Safe & Lock Co., has been receiving numerous defense contracts.

Mr. Laucks, he says, paid $4,000 for an ad in the Democratic
campaign book.

Senator Hovt picked a very unhappy example. We who live in
York and York County, if we are at all acquainted with the political
situation, know a little something of Forry Laucks’ allegiance to
the Democratic Party. Laucks was a Democrat before Woodrow
Wilson became President. That was about the time Senator Hort
was falling out of his cradle.

Laucks has been a generous contributor to Democratic campaign
funds for many years. Even when Democrats were out of power
Laucks contributed more than his share to Democratic campaign
funds.

It so happens that the York Safe & Lock Co. was engaged in a
type of manufacturing that is peculiarly adaptable to conversion
for defense materials. The York Safe & Lock Co. was among the
first companies on the job. It wasn't holding back waiting for a
chance to gouge the Government on orders. It began to expand its
plant and equipment before other firms even got the notion that
by concerted pressure they might get the Government to pay for
expansion.

It didn't wait for contracts to be negotiated. It bid on Govern-
ment orders and got those orders because it was the lowest bidder.

York industries have as a whole been cooperative with the na-
tional-defense program. They have been among the first to receive
contracts., They might have been among that group which has
been holding up the national defense in the hope of gouging higher
profits and special concessions.

Other York industries that have Government contracts are the
Read Machinery Co., the York Ice Machinery Co., the S. Morgan
Smith Co,, the American Chain & Cable Co., the A. B. Farquhar Co.,
end Joseph Black & Sons. There may be others.

Why Senator HoLT should have picked the one industry whose
president has always been a Democratic angel we don't know, except
that one might attribute it to the Senator’s penchant for being
wrong all the time. :

York industries have a good record for cooperation with the
Government's national-defense program. We hope they keep it up.
Senator HoLt's charges of macing are simply ridiculous.

[From the York (Pa.) Gazette and Daily of September 26, 1940]
AROUND THE TOWN

Since Senator Rusae D. HovLr's attack on the York Safe & Lock
Co., and its president, S. Forry Laucks, connecting Mr. Laucks’ con-
tributions to the Demccratic Party with Government contracts, we
have gone a little deeper into the matter of Government contracts.

What we find is that Willkie supporters in York are among those
who received substantial contracts from the Government.

If the Democrats were making support of Roosevelt as a condition
of receiving Government contracts, York industries would be in
the doldrums.

The American Chain Co. has Government contracts. Its local
plants manager is a registered Republican.

The International Chain Co. has Government contracts. Its
executives have been outspoken Willkie supporters.

The Joseph Black & Sons Hosiery Co. has Government contracts.
One of its executives is active in organizing Willkie clubs.

The York Ice Machinery Co. has Government contracts. The
chairman of the board, Mr. William 8. Shipley, is actively support-
ing the Willkie candidacy. So are other executives of the company.

The P. H. Glatfelter Co., Spring Grove, has large Government con-

tracts. Its president, Philip Glatfelter, is a vociferous supporter
of Willkie,
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The Hanover Shoe Co. has Government contracts. The Sheppards
and the Myers are strong Republicans.

The 8. Morgan Smith Co. has received many Government con-
tracts during the Roosevelt administration. Only recently this
company was awarded a contract to furnish turbines in the amount
of §763,000. This is small compared with previous Government con-
tracts received by this firm.

But the Smiths were among the original Willkie supporters. Mem-
bers of the Smith family were active in circulating Willkie petitions
among the country-club set when the people were supposed to be
demanding that the Republicans nominate Willkie.

A. B. Farquhar Co. has recelved Government contracts. The
president of this company is a Democrat and the vice president a
Republican.

Senator Hovr implied that it paid the York Safe & Lock Co. to
be on the right side. He also charged macing by the Democrats on
Government contracts.

If the Democrats were being maced, it would seem that the Farqu-
har Co. would have been maced. If all industrialists were being
maced on Government contracts, then all of these many Republican
industrialists must have been maced.

If such is the case, these Republican industrialists can elect Will-
kie. All they need to do is come forward and show that they have
been blackjacked into contributions for Government orders. The
reaction would be such that Roosevelt wouldn't have a chance.

If they have not been maced, then it would seem that they owe it
to their fellow industrialist, Forry Laucks, to come out and say so
and to join in denunciation of Senator Horr's accusations,

‘We confess that we feel rather good about so many York firms
getting Government contracts. It shows they have been active. It
shows they have been right on the job when the country needed
them. It shows that they are not overly greedy for profits.

But we are al=o glad about it because these Government contracts
have brought millions of dollars’ worth of work to York, providing
our workmen with opportunities to use their skills, providing our
merchants with a population that has purchasing power, and
making York a good market for consumers' goods.

And we don't care whether the leaders of York's industries are
Republicans or Democrats. We'd hate to think, however, that the
contracts were secured because they were on the right side and con-
tributing to party campaign funds in order to get them. We don’t
believe this is the case in any instance.

The mixture of the Smith family, the 8. Morgan Smith Co., the
Commonwealth & Southern Co., and Government contracts is in-
teresting. It seems a case of the right hand ignoring what the left
hand is doing.

The 8. Morgan Smith Co. built turbines for the Georgia Power Co.
Later on the Smith family became heavy security holders in the
Georgla Power Co. One of the family sat on its board of directors
for many years. In 1929 when Commonwealth & Southern was
being formed by the Morgans, the Georgia Power Co. became an
operating unit in the Commonwealth & Southern system. Mem-
bers of the Smith family became heavily Interested in Common-
wealth & Southern.

When the Tennessee Valley Authority was created, the Georgia
Power Co. became one of the foremost opponents of public power
in the Tennesssee Valley. The parent company, Commonwealth &
Southern, and Wendell Willkie, in particular, formed the spearhead
of the drive against the Tennessee Valley Authority. The issue was
public power versus private power. Public ownership was being
severely condemned.

But all the while this fight against public power was going on, the
8. Morgan Smith Co. was building hydroelectric-power equipment
for Government controlled power devel ent. And all the while,
even up to the present time, that the Smith family were closely
associated with the fight against public power, the Smith Co. was
helping to bring public power to reality by building the machinery
necessary. The latest contract of the 8. Morgan Smith Co. for
hydroelectric equipment for the Tennessee Valley Authority amounts
to $763,000.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CoNNALLY in the chair).
Does the Senator from Oklahoma yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I shall be glad to yield until
preliminary matters are disposed of, when I shall claim the
floor again in my own right.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. President, relative to the remarks of the
junior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. GurreY]1, he has not
disputed a single, solitary statement I made on the floor of
the Senate. I ask unanimous consent at this point in my
remarks to have printed what I said on the floor of the
Senate on the 23d day of September this year, as it appears
on page 12449 of the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to printing
in the Recorp the matter suggested by the Senator from
West Virginia? :

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

POLITICS IN NATIONAL DEFENSE

Mr. HoLr. Mr. President, for a long while we have heard the state-
ment that there should be no politics in national defense, I agree
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with that; I feel that we should have an adequate, strong national
defense, but I do object to politics in the awarding of contracts,

The other day there was sent to me a newspaper containing a
very significant item, which could be duplicated, I think, in many
instances. It is a newspaper published in York, Pa., and the article
is headed “Heads State Drive.” It reads in this way:

“Appointment of S. Forry Laucks, president of the York Safe &
Lock Co., as head of a State-wide organization to form Roosevelt-
Wallace clubs, was announced yesterday by Dr. Luther A. Harr,
Pennsylvania Democratic campaign chairman, at Harrisburg. The
appointment was made by National Chairman Edward J. Flynn.

*“‘It is my purpose to establish Roosevelt-Wallace clubs in every
county,” Mr. Laucks said in a statement, ‘and through their mem-
bership to prosecute a vigorous campaign, not only for these able
candidates on our national ticket but for the reelection of United
States Senator Joseph F. Guffey and for G. Harold Wagner for State
treasurer and for F. Clair Ross for auditor general.

“‘In addition, the clubs will give special attention, too, to the
candidacies of every Democratic aspirant to a seat in the State
senate and in the house of representatives.’”

There is nothing particularly significant about that; Mr. Laucks
has a perfect right to be chairman, but in the same newspaper
I find this item:

“Local firms get war contracts totaling $3,046,120.”

This is what is said under the heading—I will not burden the
Senate by reading the complete list but in naming the contracts
the newspaper says:

“Largest was an artillery matériel Ordnance Department con-
tract awarded to the York Safe & Lock Co. and worth $2,014,720.”

The York Safe & Lock Co. has as its president Mr. 8.
Laucks, who, on the very day he got a contract for 3,000,000
from the United States Army, was named as chairman of the
Pennsylvania Roosevelt-Wallace Clubs. It may only be a coinci-
dence; I do not know; but it is quite an unusual thing to pick up
8 newspaper and see a man named as State chalrman who at the
same time gets $3,000,000 worth of contracts from the Unlted
States Government.

So I thought I would look a little further into the York Safe &
Lock Co. I find that Mr. Laucks has a perfectly good reason to be
for the ticket. I am not discussing whether he should or should
not be, but here is what I find:

During the week of January 13, 1940, the York Safe & Lock Co.
got a contract from the War Department for $604,188 worth of gun
mounts, to be delivered on the 15th day of September. Then on the
10th of February 1840 I find the Navy gave a contract to the York
Bafe & Lock Co.—the Army had given them the other one—the
Navy gave them a contract for $59,846.27 worth of gun mounts.

Not satisfied with that we find that on February 24, 1940, the
War Department again gave the same York Safe & Lock Co. a
$57,050 contract for cradle assemblies.

By the way, we find that delivery was to be made on the 2d day
of November 1940. Of course, November 2, 1940, is a very good time
to have the factories going.

Here is another thing. We find that in the week of August 24,
1940, the same York Safe & Lock Co. got a contract from the War
Department for gun carriages amounting to §794,300. Add to those
the recent contract given to the York Safe & Lock Co. amounting
to $2,914,720, and it will be seen that it pays to be on the right
side.

It will be remembered that in 1937 I discussed the Democratic
campaign book of 1936. I picked up the Democratic campaign
book of this year with the words “Price, 25 cents” marked out. I
turn to page 114, and I find a half-page advertisement of the York
Safe & Lock Co. They paid approximately, I imagine, $4,000 for
that. Of course, that was a pretty good investment; there can be
no doubt about that, because we find that in September they got a
$3,000,000 contract from the Government.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. President, I stated that a copy of the York
paper containing matter relative to Mr. S. Forry Laucks had
been sent to me, and I have the paper in my hand at this
time. At the head of one column is the line “Heads State
Drive,” and then it is shown that Mr. S. Forry Laucks had
been named as president of the Roosevelt-Wallace Clubs in
Pennsylvania as president of the York Safe & Lock Co.

On the same identical front page of the same paper, down
in the fifth column from the left, is the reference, “Local
firms get war contracts totalling $3,046,120,” and it states
what I said on the floor of the Senate:

Largest was an artillery matériel Ordnance Department contract
awarded to the York Safe & Lock Co. and worth $2,014,720.

I listed contracts which were given to Mr. S. Forry Laucks,
and I found that I did not list them all. But, let me state the
situation.

Mr. Laucks, as president of the York Safe & Lock Co., do-
nated money to the Democratic campaign fund in direct vio-
lation of section 313 of the Corrupt Practice Law, which
provides:

It is unlawful for any national bank or any corporation * * *
to make a contribution * * * in connection with any elec-
tion at which Presidential and Vice Presidential electors or a
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Senator or Representative in, or a Delegate or Resldent Commis-
sloner to, Congress are to be voted for, or for any candidate, political
committee, or other person to accept or receive any contribution
prohibited by this section.

I am sure the Senator from Pennsylvania does not want
the Senate to think that the activities in Pennsylvania are
as pure as the icicles which hung from Diana's temple. He
might be able to tell that to the people of Afghanistan or
Zanzibar, but he cannot tell it to the United States Senate.

I say that Mr. S. Forry Laucks took a half page “ad” in the
Democratic campaign book. I say that the very day when he
was awarded a $2,000,000 contract, as shown by the York
paper, he came out publicly not only for the President and
Vice President, but for the Senator from Pennsylvania and all
other candidates on the ticket. I say that he rendered him-
self liable for this public indictment when he did so, taking
Government contracts under those circumstances.

I do not blame the Senator from Pennsylvania for replying
to me; and I say this with no personal ill will at all, and I want
him to know that. I know that he told the truth when he
said that S. Forry Laucks had been a great contributor to the
party. No one denies that. I find that on March 23, 1940,
Mr. S. Forry Laucks donated to the Joseph F. Guffey State
campaign committee in Philadelphia $2,500. I find that on
the 20th day of April 1940, Mr. S. Forry Laucks donated $500
more to the York County Joseph F. Guffey campaign com-
mittee.

I have not checked all the record. That has been impos-
sible, I have had so much work to do, but the Senator from
Pennsylvania had told the truth about Mr. Laucks, because I
find that during the months of March and April of this year
he donated $3,000 to the Guffey campaign committee, and, of
course, I do not blame the Senator for defending him on the
floor of the Senate. However, I do not want him to think there
is any personal feeling about the matter.

I also read in the York Dispatch under date of April 20, 1940,
Mr. Laucks’ paid advertisement, for which he paid the Dis-
patch Publishing Co. $48, and the purpose of that advertise-
ment, which I have here, is indicated in the reading:

To all Democrats who wish for fair play and success of their party.

Why GurreY should be renominated.

That is in the York Dispatch of April 20.

I find that he also paid $48 for the same kind of an adver-
tisement in the York Gazette and Daily as to why JosepH F.
GurreEY should be elected to the United States Senate.

Mr. President, I say that no one can dispute the fact that
Mr. Laucks, as president of the York Safe & Lock Co., did
take an advertisement in the Democratic campaign book.
What he paid for it I do not know, and I said I did not know.
If he got the advertisement for $1,000 it was pretty cheap
advertisement and a very good investment. No one denies
that. But I say that he received millions of dollars worth of
contracts. Anyone who reads the record will find that out.

Mr. GUFFEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HOLT. Yes; I shall be glad to yield.

Mr. GUFFEY. I ask the Senator from West Virginia if Mr.
Laucks did not win, in open competition, every contract the
Senator looked up?

Mr. HOLT.. I am coming to that.

Mr. GUFFEY. I ask, did he not win it in open competi-
tion?

Mr. HOLT. I will answer the Senator in just a moment.
I will say that I tried to get those contracts. I have called
the office of the Chief of Ordnance of the War Department,
I have called the Assistant Secretary of War, and they say
they cannot find those contracts anywhere. I do not know
where they are. I am not saying where they are. But
it is unusual when a Member of the Senate calls up and
they cannot even find the contracts. One person said over
the telephone—I do not recall who it was in the Depart-
ment—“He did not get any contracts in 1940.” I said, “If you
will look back on a certain date you will find one.” My office
gave him the date, gave him what the contract was for, and
who the contract was to, and he said, “We cannot find that
information unless you get us the contract number.”
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How in the world could a Member of the Senate, or anyone
else, know what contract number was assigned? I have tried
to find out, but cannot. I say that on the face of it—

Mr. GUFFEY. Mr. President, will the Senator again yield?

Mr. HOLT. I shall be glad to yield.

Mr. GUFFEY. Why did the Senator not offer a resolution
asking for that information from both the War Department
and the Navy Department? If the Senator does that he will
get that information. I have a copy of the contract here from
Mr, Laucks’ files. The Senator can obtain it if he offers the
proper resolution asking for it.

The Senator is trying to impugn Mr. Laucks’ motives and
actions. Ihave known Mr. Laucks since 1912. He was a large
contributor to the Woodrow Wilson campaign fund, and he
has contributed to the party campaign fund ever since,
whether he had contracts or not. The Senator can cbtain the
information if he honestly desires to obtain it, by offering a
resolution; but the trouble is that the Senator does not honestly
want to obtain it. [Laughter in the galleries.]

Mr. HOLT. I will say to the Senator from Pennsylvania
that I did not think it was necessary for a Member of the
United States Senate to introduce a resolution for that pur-
pose when I personally have tried to get the information from
the War Department by means of telephone calls time after
time. I do not know what is in those contracts, but I do say,
knowing how competitive bidding is done in the State of Penn-
sylvania which the Senator from Pennsylvania discussed in
connection with a gravel contract last spring—I know how
competitive bidding is done. Everyone knows how it is done.
Competition in Pennsylvania is easy. If you allow me to
write the contract, I will tell you who will get the contract
without question. And I repeat again on the floor of the
Senate what I have previously said, that Mr. S. Forry Laucks
took the campaign leadership on the day that he got his con-
tract for $3,000,000 and became president of the Roosevelt-
Wallace clubs. I have shown here today that the Senator
from Pennsylvania’s campaign received $3,000 at the very time
this man Laucks was getting Government contracts,

I do not think the Senator’s speech was worth $3,000 to
him, but nevertheless the fact is here. The contracts are
known. Mr. Laucks indicts himself by his actions. I make
no apology to Mr. Laucks, and I make the statement that
his actions do indict his own record, because at the very time
he was getting contracts he should not have accepted this
political appointment.

I want the Recorp to show that every statement I have
made is based on facts. Mr. Laucks, in my opinion, has been
a good party worker in Pennsylvania—I do not deny that—
he has been paid well for that party work.

I have been told recently another very interesting
thing in connection with Mr. Laucks and the Government,
and I will come back and discuss that a little later on. I did
not intend to go into the matter this morning. I did not
know that Lthe Senator from Pennsylvania was going to speak,
but I do wish the REcorp to show that I told the truth, and
now I want to add to it the fact that Mr. Laucks donated to
the Senator from Pennsylvania $3,000 at the time that Mr.
Laucks was getting Government contracts.

LABELING OF WOOL PRODUCTS: TRUTH IN FABRICS—CONFERENCE
REPORT

The Senate resumed the consideration of the report of
the committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendment of the House to the bill (8.
162) to protect producers, manufacturers, distributors, and
consumers from the unrevealed presence of substitutes and
mixtures in spun, woven, knitted, felted, or otherwise manu-
factured wool products, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BRowN in the chair).
question is on agreeing to the conference report.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, the motion
pending before the Senate is to agree to the conference com-
mittee report on Senate bill 162. The bill with respect to
which the conference report assumes to bring about an agree-
ment, relates to wool. The bill is sometimes called a truth-
in-fabrics bill. The proposed legislation has been pending

The
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before the Congress for 38 years. Members have come to Con-
gress, have introduced bills designed to solve this problem,
have tried to secure their passage, and have failed. Many
years ago the senior Senator from Kansas [Mr. CAPPER] in-
troduced such a bill in the Senate and at the same time Repre-
sentative French introduced a similar bill in the House. They
tried to write bills which would enable the consumer to know
what kind of cloth was contained in a garment; but they
decided they could not write such legislation.

Mr. President, we are now dealing with the subject of wool.
The purpose of the bill is to raise the price of wool. This par-
ticular bill was introduced in the Senate early in the present
Congress. The bill was referred to a subcommittee. The
subcommittee made many amendments to the bill, and re-
ported it to the Senate.

The Senate made some amendments to the bill, and sent it
on to the House of Representatives. The House made 25
amendments to the bill, and sent it back to this body. At that
time a motion was made that the Senate agree to the House
amendments. I objected to that motion, and after discussing
it for some time it was agreed that the bill should go to con-
ference. The bill went to conference. Conferees were ap-
pointed on behalf of the Senate and likewise on behalf of the
House.

I made objection to the bill because, first, it is an anti-
cotton bill. I made objection, secondly, because the bill would
raise the price of wool, which means that it would raise the
price of wool products, the price of wool cloth, and the price of
many textile articles which must be bought for the United
States Army that is now in process of making.

I made the charge, Mr. President, that the bill would
regiment one of the great industries of America, that is, the
woolen industry. I made the further charge that the bill, if
rassed, would set a precedent for the regimentation of every
class of industry, and because no good purpose could be
served' by the passage of the bill, I opposed it, and I oppose it
now.

Mr. President, because the bill has had little consideration
on the floor of the Senate, I shall take what time is neces-
sary to make a statement for the Recorp. I do not expect
Senators to stay on the floor and listen to me speak. They
have not done so in the past, and I cannot expect them to
do so now. But the Recorp will show, I hope, the reasons 1
have for voting against the bill and for opposing the adop-
tion of the conference report. I shall not take a moment'’s
time that I do not conceive to be necessary to explain what
the bill means. It has to do with wool. It is a bill, so I
understand, to provide a plan by which the public may ascer-
tain the “truth in fabrie,” and, wool being the main part of
the fabric that is referred to, I asked the question on a
former occasion if some Member of the Senate could define
wool, and as I remember, not a Member on the floor could
define wool. There were two or three Members present
on: that occasion, the junior Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
ScuwarTz], the author of the bill, the senior Member from
Wyoming [Mr. O'ManonNEY], and the junior Senator from
Colorado [Mr. JornsoN], who did have some understanding
about this piece of proposed legislation.

Mr. President, I desire to call attention to the conference
committee. It was a carefully selected committee. I make
no complaint about that, because the author of the bill has
the right to submit his recommendations in that respect.
The author of the bill selected a conference committee on
behalf of the Senate. The chairman of the committee was
the Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEeELER]. I made the
charge that this was an anticotton bill; and, of course, there
is no cotton grown in the State of Montana.

The second member of the committee was the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. Toeey]l. Of course, there is no
cotton grown in the State of New Hampshire.

The third member was the junior Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. ScawarTz], There is no cotton grown in that State, so
far as I know.

The fourth member of the committee was the junior Sen-
ator from Kansas [Mr. Reep]l. There may be a little cot-
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ton grown in Kansas, but I doubt it. I think cotton does not
grow that far north. Certainly no cotton of any conse-
quence or value is grown in Kansas.

The fifth member of the committee was the junior Senator
froem Colorado [Mr. Jounson]; and there is no cotton grown
in the State of Colorado.

So the members of the conference committee on behalf
of the Senate were selected from non-cotton-growing States.
They were selected from States which produce wocl. I make
no complaint about that, but I do make complaint that when
the committee, appointed as it was, conferred with the con-
ferees on the part of the House—they did not have a con-
ference, they had a meeting, and that is all they had.

The conference report reads as follows:

Having met—

Well, the conferees met all right—
after full and free conference—

That they did not have. I was not present. I was not a
member of the conference committee, but I understand from
three members of the House conference committee, who did
not sign the report, that there was no conference; that the
moment the conferees got together the Senate conferees said,
“We accept the House bill,” and the majority of the House
members said, “We have passed the House bill, and we have
nothing to concede; you accept our amendment; therefore
there is no occasion for a conference.” So in this particular
case the Senate conferees accepted the 25 amendments of the
House without discussion.

Mr. President, I wish to call attention to one of the amend-
ments which the Senate conferees accepted. On page 9 of
the conference committee’s confidential print we find amend-
ment No. 17. Amendment No. 17 relates to the word “wood.”
In some manner as the bill passed the House it contained the
word “wood”—w-0-0-d, instead of the word “wool,” w-0-0-1.
So the bill came to this body with the word “wood” in it.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. I do not expect to interrupt the Senator,
but I simply wish to say, in respect to his suggestion as to the
word “wood,” that if the Senator will read the Recorp he will
find that the bill which the House was discussing was read
into the Recorp in full, and it uses the word “wool,” and not
“wood.”

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, I can only
know what we see before us. Amendment No. 17 refers to
the word “wood,” and the conferees did not give sufficient
consideration to the 25 amendments to correct the word
“wood” to what it should be, the word “wool.”” We are now
asked to agree to a conference report relating to wood. So
I make the positive statement, Mr. President, that there was
no full conference; there was no free conference. The Senate
conferees met with the House conferees, and the Senate con-
ferees accepted 25 amendments at one fell swoop, and the
report is sent back to the Senate with the recommendation
that the Senate agree to the House action, containing 25
amendments to the Senate bill. We have befcre us a copy of
the Senate bill, and by turning to page 16 of the text of the
bill we find there are 26 amendments.

The last amendment, the twenty-fifth amendment, is an
entirely new section, which exempts furniture cloth from the
provisions of the bhill. I desire to read the twenty-fifth

amendment:
EXCEPTIONS

Sec. 14. None of the provisions of this act shall be construed to
apply to the manufacture, delivery for shipment, shipment, sale, or
offering for sale any carpets, rugs, mats, or upholsteries, nor to any
person manufacturing, delivering for shipment, shipping, selling, or
offering for sale any carpets, rugs, mats, or upholsteries.

I am not opposed to that amendment. I think such ar-
ticles should be excepted from the bill, because oftentimes the
materials which go into furniture cloth are largely materials
other than wool. They are a mixture of fibers. Perhaps
there is some wool in the cloth used for upholstering. It may
also contain cotton, rayon, or perhaps silk. So there is no
excuse, so far as I can see, for not excepting the cloth used
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in connection with furniture. But the same reason which ap-
plies to the cloth used to make furniture should exempt every
other class of cloth made from wool.

Mr. President, in my judgment, those who vote for the
conference report vote for higher prices for wool. If wool
were at a low price, I should not complain about that. I like
to see reasonably high prices; but at the present time wool
is selling at 120 percent of parity. We have been striving
for 100-percent parity. We like to have wool up to 100 per-
cent of parity, The same statement applies to wheat, cotton,
and all other agricultural products. Parity means a price
bearing the same relation to the price of the finished product
as the price of the finished product bears to 100. Tocday wool
is selling at 120 percent of parity.

Let me call the attention of the Senate to what happened
yesterday. I read a news item from today’s Washington Post.
It is on page 21, under the heading ‘“Woolen Prices Up 5
Cents a Yard.” That was yesterday, Mr. President. I read:

WOOLEN PRICES UP 5 CENTS A TARD

New York, September 30.—The American Woolen Co. announced
today a boost of 5 cents a yard on woolen and worsted goods and
214 cents a yard on tropical and blended lines. The price changes
apply to spring goods recently put on the market.

Textlle prices have been stiffening as result of heavy buying but.h
for military and civillan needs.

In the wool top futures market, a sharp rise in price continued.
At one time contracts were up about 3 cents a pound today.

We now have pending before the Senate a bill proposing to
raise the price of wool still higher, when it is now at 120 per-
cent of parity, and went up yvesterday 3 cents per pound. I
cannot vote for such a bill. Those who desire to do so will have
the privilege later today to vote for a still higher price for wool.
That means a higher price for wool products—woolen cloth,
woolen suits, and woolen coats. It means a higher price for
every uniform worn by an American soldier or sailor when we
are assembling a force to protect the property and people of
the United States.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mor. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. The argument of the Senator from Okla-
homa sounds very plausible, but he forgets that it is possibly
the fault of Congress that the prices of wool are now what they
are. I do not think they are outrageous. I think the wool
growers have gone through as much agony as have the cotton
growers or any other producers of commodities. Only lately
have the wool growers been able to obtain sufficiently high
prices to pay the cost of production of their product. Congress
itself set a limit on the profits.

Only a few short months ago we passed an appropriation bill
for the War Department which contained an item for wool.
Some of us, even from wool-growing States—and I happen to
be one of that number—wanted to limit the profit. Neverthe-
less, Congress did otherwise.

If anyone needs protection, it is the wool grower. I do not
mean that he should be the only one protected. I feel that
the cotton grower should have protection as well, but the wool
grower has certainly suffered sufficiently at the hands of Con-
gress. I do not think Congress would be doing too much for
the wool grower if it should pass a bill providing, in effect,
that if one asks for a wool blanket it shall be a wool blanket.
That is all there is to the bill.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, I am not com-
plaining against fair prices for wool; I stand for fair prices for
wool. My State produces wool in abundance, My State like-
wise produces cotton; it can produce 1,000,000 bales of cotton.
I maintain that the bill is an anticotton bill. If the bill in-
creases the demand for wool, it decreases the demand for
products such as cotton, silk, rayon, nylon, and other substi-
tutes for wool.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the Senator further
yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. The only reason why the price of wool is
what it now is, and the only reason why the wool grower is
not bankrupt this very day, is the fact that Congress passed
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a bill containing an item of $75,000,000 to buy the necessary
woolen cloth for the soldiers whom we are trying to take care
of, to provide them with suits, coats, trousers, underwear, hats,
blankets, and so forth. That is the only reason why the price
of wool is at a reasonable level. Otherwise the wool growers
would be in worse condition than are the cotton growers.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. At a time such as this, when
we cannot foresee when we shall not be in the market for
wool, I maintain that we should not place upon the statute
books a law which would still further increase the price of
wool.

Mr. President, those who vote for the conference report will
vote for higher prices for wool. There can be no doubt about
that. Those who vote for the conference report will vote for
higher prices to be paid for Army uniforms, overcoats, blan-
kets, underwear, socks, sweaters, and gloves.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Frazier in the chair).
Does the Senator from Oklahoma yield to the Senator from
New Mexico?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I do not wish to impose upen the good
nature of the Senator; but is it not true that the only reason
why industries in general, including the steel industry, the
munitions industry, powder makers, and explosives makers,
are receiving any profit whatsoever is because of the emer-
gency of the moment? It is not because anyone wants to
provide some special benefit for the wool grower. It hap-
pens that there is an emergency at the moment, and that is
the only reason why the wool grower is now able to pay his
sheep herders.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. So far as I know, there is no
bill before the Senate to increase the price of steel. So far
as I know, there is no bill before the Senate to increase the
price of copper or the prices of foodstuffs to the American
people.

Mr, CHAVEZ. That is correct; but this is the first hill
in a lifetime wherein the wool grower has been in some meas-
ure protected, even though it had to happen during the emer-
gency.

No one can tell me that the dividends to the steel com-
panies or copper producers will not be larger than those re-
ceived by wool growers. Whether or not the United States
can prcduce copper more cheaply than it can be produced
elsewhere is immaterial. We have an emergency, and we
need copper at this particular moment,

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The Senator from New Mex-
ico has now qualified as a wool expert, and I wish to ask
him some questions. He is almost the only Senator who is
willing to listen to me, and I presume he is glad to answer
questions.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Certainly.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The bill relates to wool'
does it not?

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is correct.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. What is wool?

Mr. CHAVEZ. I shall try to answer as best I can. Wool
is the fleece of the sheep.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma.
bill.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I think it is.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Lef me read the definition to
the Senator.

Mr, CHAVEZ. We are not talking about shoddy.
are talking about wool.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Under the terms of the
bill, wool means the fiber from the fleece of the sheep or
lamb. The Senator left out lambs.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I hope the Senator will not quibble over
the difference between a sheep and a lamb.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The definition also includes
the hair of the Angora or Cashmere goat. Is that wool?

Mr. CHAVEZ. It is a fleece.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma.

It is not so defined in the

We

Is the hair of a goat wool?
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Mr. CHAVEZ. It answers the same purpose.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Shoddy would answer the
same purpose.

Mr., CHAVEZ. Except that it is of a different quality.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. There are different quali-
ties of sheep; are there not?

Mr. CHAVEZ. A shirt is a shirt; but a shirt may be made
of wool or of cotton.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The bill defines wool as a
fiber from the fleece of the sheep or lamb, or the hair of
the Angora or Cashmere goat. The Senator was not present
the other day when this matter was being discussed. The
fleece of a goat would include his whiskers; would it not?
Under the terms of the bill, a billy goat’s whiskers are de-
fined as virgin wool. Does the Senator believe that to be
correct? g

Mr. CHAVEZ. In the case of cotton, there is Delta cotton,
New Mexico cotton, long-staple cotton, and short-staple
cotton.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The bill makes no distinc-
tion. I shall come to that question later. The bill also de-
fines wool as the fiber from the hair of a camel. Is camel’s
hair wool?

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Mr. President——

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I am asking the Senator from
New Mexico some questions. I shall be glad later to yield to
the Senator from Wycming.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. If I may——

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I am asking the Senator from
New Mexico some questions.

Mr.CHAVEZ. I shall try to answer the question. The hair
of a camel is used for certain purposes.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The bristles of a hog are used
for certain purposes, but they are certainly not virgin wool.

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is correct; but the fleece of an Angora
goat is used for the same purpose as is the fleece of a sheep,
lamb, or wether, or whatever one may choose to call it.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Under the terms of the hill,
the hair of an alpaca is wool.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Mr. President——

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Under the terms of the bill
the hair of a llama is wool.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. No; I will not yield now. I
am asking the Senator from New Mexico some questions.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. The Senator from New Mexico has re-
sumed his seat.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. The Senator from Oklahoma said that
no Member of the Senate seems to be able to give a definition
of wool.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I did.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. I hold in my hand the American Wool
Handbook, which is the textbook of the wool industry and of
the textile industry. It is used in the Columbia University
Textile College, and it has the indorsement of Mr. Besse, who
is the head of the wool industry. I wish to read his definition
of wool. I ask the Senator to bear in mind that we are not
dealing with wool from the biological standpoint alone. We
are dealing with wool as it enters into commerce; so we are
interested in the commercial definition of wool as well as the
biological definition. This is the definition given by the hand-
book:

Wool. The hair of the sheep. Commercially includes the hairs
of alpaca, Angora goat, camel, Cashmere goat, llama, and vicuna.

I will say for the benefit of the Senator, inasmuch as we are
discussing this particular subject at this time, that every one
of those hairs and every one of those special fibers is more
expensive than wool. Although in one section of the bill those
fibers are included in the definition of wool, under another
section of the bill the Federal Trade Commission may give
them a special classification.

The Senator just asked the Senator from New Mexico again
as to whether whiskers are wool. I want to say to the Sen-
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ator that, while it may be all very fine to engage in some
poor bucolic humor, this is a serious matter. However, the
Senator was talking about the whiskers of the Angora goat,
and the other day he referred to the fact that he used to be
a school teacher. I never taught school, but I have talked to
many school teachers. When I was in the primary grades I
believed everything I was told; when I reached high school I
began to have some doubt, and when I come into the Senate
and hear a school teacher begin to talk, I want to take some
exception. I show to the Senator an article [exhibiting]
which contains sheep wool and also Angora goat wool. If he
will look at it, he will see that it is as soft as a baby’s kiss,
as white and pure as a maiden’s dream, and as warm as the
love of a good woman. [Laughter.] Yet the Senator talks
about the whiskers of the Angora goat.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, on a former
occasion——

Mr. SCHWARTZ. I should like to show the Senator one
more sample. Here is a cloth, a tapestry. The pile of it is
Angora; all of it is mchair.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, on a former
occasion, I exhibited to the Senate a sample of a pure wool
scck. It was made for a man who wore about a No. 1115 or
12 shoe. The sock was sufficiently large so that a man with
a foot of that size could get both feet into one sock. After
the sock had been laundered three times it was too small for
any man to wear, and only a very small youngster could get
the sock upon his foot. I am not sure what this is. It seems
to be a dollar pair of Woodward & Lothrop’s socks, and,
from what I know about socks, if this pair should be laun-
dered about twice it would be suitable for a baby to wear.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. The Senator has brought up the matter
of the socks. The other day the Senator held up a sock
and said it was a No. 11, adapted to fit his feet. Here [ex-
hibiting] is a No. 11, 100-percent wool sock, and I assume
it is just about what the Senator bought. It has a lot of
loose wool in it so as to give warmth to keep the Senator’s
“tootsies” warm, but it is also well-knit, though rather loosely
here and there, so as to ventilate his feet. I wish to state to
the Senator that this particular sock has on it a label with
which the Senator was not familiar or did not take the trou-
ble to read. Every housewise in America knows how to
launder a wool sock so that it will not shrink.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. That is more than the laun-
dryman knows sometimes.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. But every laundryman should know. On
occasions the dudes and dudeens from down East go West
and there they wash their own socks. So the average dealer
puts a label on them telling how to wash them. That is done
also for the benefit of the tenderfeet who come from the sun-
burned stretches of Oklahoma and go to Alaska in the middle
of the summer with the idea that there is a very cold climate
there when really the Alaskan climate is salubrious and mild.
This [exhibiting] is the sock about which the Senator spoke.
He said he sent that sock to the laundry, and this [exhibiting]
is what came back. When he was talking about that sock the
distinguished senior Senator from Maryland [Mr. TypinGs]
was acting as interlocutor, and I thought I saw a naughty
twinkle in his eye. On first blush—and I thought he was
blushing—I thought I had an answer, but I did not express
it, because knowing the Senator as I do, having traveled all
over the United States with him by air, I knew that blushing
was not necessary in his case, but this is the thought that
cceurred to me—

Little Bo Peep
Lost her sheep (her socks)

And did not know where to find them.

Bhe let them alone, and finally they came home
In the Senator’s laundry.

[Laughter.]

But that was not what happened. What happened was he
sent his socks to the laundry in good faith, to some laundry
that did not happen to know or did not take the trouble to
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find out how the socks should be ironed. That is one sug-
gestion as to what happened to the Senator’s socks. But the
more probable one is that his laundry, by mistake, took a pair
of ladies’ little socks and sent them back to the Senator, and
the Senator, in his innocence, assumed that the socks he sent
to the laundry had shrunk and lost their wool content, and
whereas before they may have weighed some 3 or 4 ounces
when they got back, for some mysterious reason, they did not
weigh more than an ounce.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, it is very inter-
esting to hear the Senator talk about presumption. The facts
are that this large pair of socks was made large because the
maker knew that they would shrink, and when they were sent
to the laundry they did shrink. The more they are laundered
the more they shrink, the more they shrink the smaller they
get, and, after a while, they are worthless for any purpose
whatever. For that reason, one cannot buy such hose at the
same place he bought them a while ago, because they are not
serviceable, they will not wear well, they shrink, and the store
quits selling them anymore. The kind that I had reference
to had legs as long as the whole sock the Senator exhibits.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. What the Senator had were ribbed,
making them a little longer, and the ones that came back
even had about the top the pretty little red stripe of which
the Senator spoke. But as for saying that one cannot get
them, everybody knows that every yarn-and-sock manu-
facturer in the United States makes them of all wool, and
makes them for use in cold climates. This particular one,
I want to say, was made by the Hand Knit Hosiery Co., of
Sheboygan, Wis.,, and any dealer who understands woolen
goods and woolen socks will say that that particular concern
does not make any socks that have shoddy in them. They
make a good, all-wool sock for all-wool purposes.

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. I admit that these socks are
apparently made out of what is called virgin wool, but
because they are made out of virgin wool, when they are
laundered, when they are boiled in water, they shrink.

Mr, SCHWARTZ. Mr. President——

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I am going to make my own
speech for a while, and the Senator can have the floor in
his own time.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Very well, but anybody who would boil
that sock would expect it to shrink.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. It is often necessary to boil
socks, and because they do shrink they are not serviceable.
Imagine a soldier being equipped with a full virgin woolen
suit of underclothing.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Mr. President——

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I ask the Senator to let me
proceed if he will,

Mr. SCHWARTZ. But the Senator looked at me and
asked me a guestion about something we know does not
happen.

. Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. It does happen.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. The soldier does not wear a 100-
percent-wool sock.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. He may wear a woolen
undersuit. Imagine a soldier clothed in a 100-percent virgin
wool suit of underclothing, a pair of socks of 100-percent
virgin wool, with a blouse made ocut of 100-percent virgin
wool, then a pair of trousers made of wool 100-percent virgin,
a coat made out of wool 100 percent virgin, and a 100-percent
virgin-wool overcoat and a sweater, going forth to battle.
The storms come and the rain descends and he gets wringing
wet. He might be in a tropical country. The water might
not be boiling, but it might be warm, and the next morning
when the soldier gets up to put on his outfit what would
he find? The Senator has demonstrated what he would
find. He could not get into his underclothing, he could not
get into his socks, he could not get into his trousers, he
could not get into his blouse, he could not get into his coat,
and he could not wear his overcoat. For that reason the
Army does not specify 100 percent virgin wool to be used
in making some of the clothing the soldier has to wear.
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Mr. SCHWARTZ. But, generally, the soldier wears woolen
goods instead of cotton goods.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. That is true; he wears
woolen rather than cotton, and that is one reason I have,
for being against this bill; namely, that it discriminates
against cotton. Many of the blankets issued to soldiers con-
tain cotton; many of the clothes that are worn by the public
contain cotton. This bill places cotton below shoddy; it
provides that any garment which is made of all wool, no
matter what kind of wool, just so it is wool, so it is a
wool product, it is all right; but if it contains the finest
cotton in the world it is discriminated against because the
public would not want to buy an all-wool suit presumably
and then find out later on it had a percentage of cotton
in it. Cotton gives it strength and color. Rayon will give
it strength and color; silk will give it strength and color.
Yet under this bill they are discriminated against and the
cheapest grade of shoddy under this bill has a higher ranking
in the public estimation—for, otherwise, the bill is of no
effect—than the highest grade of silk, the highest grade of
rayon, the highest grade of nylon, or the highest grade of
cotton.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I think the Senator from Oklahoma has
the wrong idea of the purpose of the bill. The purpose of
the hill is not to discriminate against cotton. The purpose
of the bill is to protect wool where wool should be protected.
Cotton has its uses. The Army is not discriminating against
cotton. It is buying cotton for particular purposes for which
it is needed just as the Army, with $75,000,000 that was
provided by the Congress of the United States, is buying wool
for the purposes for which wool is needed.

All this bill seeks to do is to cause the manufacturer to
tell the American housewife, who is interested, whether she
is getting cotton or shoddy or wool when she purchases an
article at Woodward & Lothrop’s, or elsewhere. If she wants
wool, she should be protected to the extent of knowing that
what she buys is not a reworked suit of old clothes which has
been torn to pieces and remade into cloth. That is my
understanding of the bill.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. If that is the understanding
the Senator has of this bill he is not voting for that kind of a
bill, because, if this bill becomes a law, there is no power
under the heaven, save by constant inspection from the be-
ginning, that can tell the housewife what she is getting in a
garment that she buys. There is no test known to man that
can detect the presence of worked wool or reprocessed wool
in a garment. The War Department, in order to protect
itself, provides its own system of inspection.

Mr. President, under the terms of this bill, the lowest
quality of wool that is grown on the runtiest sheep that lives
stands on the same pinnacle with the finest fleece grown on
the back of a full-blooded merino sheep. The housewife may
go to a store, such as Woodward & Lothrop’s, and buy an ali-
woolen product of virgin wool, and yet that virgin wool may
have sold in the beginning at from 2 to 5 cents a pound.

Now, Mr. President, I desire to call the attention of the
Senate to some charts which I have had placed on the wall.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr. WILEY. I have here a letter from a manufacturing
company of my State, and I should like, if the Senator will
permit me to take a moment, to read a part of it into the
Recorp, and then ask the Senator if the conclusions stated
are correct. The writer of the letter, among other things,
says:

1. No fair manufacturer objects to a practical truth-in-fabric bill
if such can be worked out.

2. The impracticability lies in the fact that research laboratories
are unable to distinguish virgin from reworked wool.

3. This statement is acknowledged by all reliable laboratories,
including the Bureau of Standards,

4. Because identification is impossible, such a law invites rather

than stops unfair labeling of fabrics by those manufacturers who
take advantage of this situation.
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5. Therefore the honest manufacturer is punished through being
compelled to compete against an unfair fabric; also,

6. There are two sources of wool:

a. As clipped from the sheep.

b. As pulled from the pelt of slaughtered animals.

7. Prcposed bill unfairly exciudes pulled wool from being labeled
virgin wool.

8. Fair-practice rules must be workable or they are a decided
detriment rather than a help.

I am wondering whether in the Senator’s judgment that
is a fair synopsis of what the bill provides.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, I will not
represent myself on the floor of the Senate as an expert on
wool.
Senate, I should like to know them, and I should like to have
them analyze the bill, and tell the Senate, the woolen in-
dustry, the sheep-growing industry, the consumers of the
United States, and the taxpayers of the United State, what
the bill means.

Mr. President, as I understand the matter, the statements
made in the letter just read are 100 percent correct. Under
the terms of the bill it makes no difference from what part
of the sheep the wool comes; it is all on a par.

I have here a chart on the wall showing comparative
values. Then there is a chart on the wall to my right like-
wise showing comparative values.

The chart to the left is a list of virgin wools, and the chart
on the right gives a list of wool wastes.

First, there is the top sort. That is a type of wool. I sup-
pose Senators somewhere, if not on the floor, know what
“top sort” means. That comes from the back of the sheep.
It is the best wool that grows on a sheep’s back, or on the
sides, or anywhere else where the sheep grows wool. That is
the best part of the fleece. It is “tops.” Tops sell at the
present time for about 90 cents a pound.

The second is stained wool. That is scoured wool. As the
wool comes from the sheep’s back, it is full of grease, it is full
of oil from the back of the sheep. The wool fiber is hollow.
The tube or fiber of wool being hollow, is full of a substance,
and that substance is called grease. When the wool comes
from the sheep’s back it is discolored, it is stained, it is dirty,
and it takes over 2 pounds of the raw wool to make 1 pound
of scoured wcol. When it is washed and cleaned thoroughly,
2 pounds of raw wool dwindle into 1 pound of scoured waool.

So the stained wool is the wool that grows on a part of the
sheep that becomes stained, and it does not bring as high a
price as tops.

The next is gray wool.
it is so called.

“Paint” wool is another definition of wool. When a sheep
grower shears his sheep he rolls the fleece into a bundle, but
occasionally, like the cotton growers, he puts a little paint
on the bundle to identify the bundle as coming from ranch
No. 1 or ranch No. 2. This grade is the wool which contains
the paint. The paint comes off readily, but when it first
reaches the factory it is a cheaper grade of wool.

Then there are the breech wool, the seedy wcol, and the
dead wool. They are all virgin types of wool. The top one
is selling for 90 cents a pound, and as we go down the list it
beccmes cheaper, until we come to burry wool and vat wool.
Then there follow tanners’ wool, shank wool, and tags.

Mr. President, this bill, if enacted, would convey by legis-
lative flat the inference, if not the statement, that tags, the
cheapest form of wool, are elevated to a parity with tops.
That is what it means, for tags are virgin wool. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming or the Senator from New Mexico or
the Senator from Connecticut or the Senator from Colorado
or the Senator from Arizona, doing me the honor to listen to
me now, could have a suit of clothes mads of tags, selling for
from 2 to 5 cents a pound, and the suit would be virgin wool
and could be so labeled not only by the processor, not only
by the weaver, not only by the spinner, not only by the coat-
maker, but it would be virgin wool under the terms of the
bill, although the wool would be so cheap and so inferior and
so worthless as to command on the markets of the country
a price of only from 2 to 5 cents a pound. I am opposed to

It is really gray, and that is why
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trying to pass a measure equalizing by legislation the differ-
ent grades of wool. It cannot be done. The bill cannot make
tops out of tags.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GurNEY in the chair).
Does the Senator from Oklahoma yield to the Senator from
Wyoming?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. 1 yield.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. The Senator referred to the Senator
from Wyoming and stated I could buy a suit of clothes made
out of breeches and tags. As a matter of fact, I suppose the
Senator understands, or he should understand, that the small,
weak wools about which he is speaking now cannot be carded
and made into a suit of clothes unless one wants to buy a
garment which, when it is picked up, he can run his finger
through. There are purposes for which that class of wool
can be used.

Again I wish to refer to the American Wool Handbook and
give the definitions of a couple of these “cffsorts” the Senator
has been discussing. I first refer to breech wool. The Sen-
ator put in a good deal of time a few days ago in dilating
upon the breech wool found on the back end of a sheep. This
is the definition:

Breech: Wool from the extremity of the hindquarters, usually the
coarsest in the fleece and often dung-matted and urine-stained.

It is one of the less desirable offsorts, and is often used for the
same purpose as carpet wool.

That is what it is used for. The other definition to which
the Senator referred is of belly wool. The Senator put in a
good deal of time a few days ago in prospecting around on
the bellies of the ewes to find out what kind of wool there was
there. This is what the handbock says:

Bellies (or belly wocl): From the belly of the sheep; shorter,
heavier, more wasty and tender. Often less uniform, more likely
to be urine- and dung-stained.

Of course, as a matter of fact, these particular “offs,” these
particular low grades, which constitute probably 3 or 4 per-
cent of the fleece, are short, coarse, thick, and weak. The
quality of a wool is, of course, not determined entirely by its
length; it is determined by the fineness and the diameter of
the particular wool. The high-grade wools—tops, as the
Senator was discussing them—have a diameter of possibly 19
to 20 microns, and when we come to'the wools about which
he is now talking they have a thickness up to a diameter of
46 microns and greater. So they are not used in the making
of ordinary garments or ordinary clothing, but are used for
fillings in heavy overcoats. When a man buys a cheap over-
coat that is quite heavy, and thinks he is getting a lot of
warmth he is getting weight instead of warmth. Further,
they are used to make felt, and felt is used for many purposes,
bhut it is mixed with cow’s hair, and goes into many articles.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, in the last
few moments the Senator has confessed that the bill is not
a truth-in-fabric bill but is just the reverse. The Senator
from New Mexico said the housewife should be able to go to
the store and be able to tell from the label what she is buying.
The Senator from Wyoming, the author of the bill, has just
admitted that ithe housewife can go to a store in Washington
and demand a 100-percent virgin-wool garment, and that
garment can be made out of breech wool, can be made
out of tag wool, can be made out of shank wool, can be made
out of tanner’s wool, or any other kind of wool.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. I said it might be so fabricated that it
would hold together, but ro housewife or anyone else would
buy it, because if she started to hold it up to lock at it, it
would tear apart.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, will the Senator from Okla-
homa yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr. WALSH. I have many telegrams supplementing what
the Senator from Oklahoma has said. He referred to the
detrimental effect the proposed legislation would have upon
the cotton growers, also the effect it would have upon even
the wool growers themselves, and even the effect it would
have upon the consumers,
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I find among the telegrams this phrase:

This legislation not in public interest as would tend to fraud by
unscrupulous manufacturers and deception of consumer,

This is from the American Felt Association, and it seems to
bear out just what the Senator has said.

Let me in this connection call the attention of the Senator
to a letter which I have received from a felt manufacturer,
in which he says:

The felt manufacturer depends on the shorter wools, as for in-
stance the short fall Texas and the noils, for felting; he also de-
pends on the fine garnetted woolen and worsted threads for cush-
ioning effects. Under the proposed labeling bill one of our finest
products, used for corn plasters for instance, because of belng made
of fine garnetted stocks and nolils, even though it sells for well over
$2 per pound, would have to be labeled “Made of wool substitutes,”
which just doesn’t make sense.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. What did the Senator say the article
was?

Mr. WALSH. The letter is from a felt manufacturer. He
said articles they make which sell for $2 a pound would have
to be labeled “Made of wool substitutes.” I think this con-
firms what the Senator from Oklahoma has said about the
deception which the bill is likely to bring about.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Possibly the value is reflected in the felt
that goes into the hat which is rabbit fur, and the rabbit fur
imported from France sells for $5.65 a pound. Perhaps that
is the reason why this particular felt has such a high value.

Mr. WALSH. I do not know about that. But the com-
munication is for the purpose of calling attention to a very
expensive article which would have to be labeled for the
public as being made of wool substitutes. That is the point
I assume he is trying to make.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Of course, there is nothing to prevent
the manufacturer stating what is in the garment, what is in
the particular product, in addition to the small amount of
wool, He can state that expensive rabbit fur is in it, or what
the particular stuff is that gives the value.

Mr. WALSH. I shall ask the Senator from Oklahoma, who
has so ably and so effectively called attention to the short-
comings and dangers of the proposed legislation, to explain
later about the labeling provisions of the bill and give the
details as to how the bill would operate.

In the meantime, I call attention to another expression on
which I should like to have his opinion:

Proper enforcement is impossible, and we are greatly disturbed
that operation under this bill will favor importations greatly.

I should like to have the Senator’s view upon that.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I will give it now, Mr. Presi-
dent. The Navy Department and the War Department have
had more to do with the making of cloth than anyone else,
save the manufacturers themselves. The Navy Department
and the War Department have very explicit specifications.
The Navy and War Departments understand that they can-
not tell when the cloth is delivered whether or not it is made
of virgin wool, or reworked wool, or reprocessed wool. So, in
order that they may be sure, they send inspectors to the fac-
tory, who receive the wool from the growers, the producers,
and who keep track of the wool from the time it reaches the
factory until it comes out in the form of the finished product.
It takes 22 inspectors to follow wool from the back of the sheep
to the finished uniform. I cannot give all the steps, but I will
state a few of them. When the wool comes in it is a roll or
mass of fibers from the sheep’s back. There is an inspector
who examines it as it arrives. The inspector sees to it that
the best part of the fleece is taken out of the mass.

That is the tops. That is laid over on one pile. Then the
inferior parts of that fluff are torn from this mass and laid
aside in another pile. That is called the sorting. An inspec-
tor must be present to see to it that the wool is properly
sorted when it first reaches the factory from the producer.
The wool as yet is in its dirty shape, in its greasy form. After
there has been obtained a sufficient quantity of the better
part of the wool from the back of the sheep. so that it can be
scoured, it goes to the scouring department. The inspector
follows that wool from the sorting room to the scouring room,
and he sees to it that no mixtures are placed in the wool;
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that the sorted wool is properly scoured; that the grease is
all removed so that when the wool reaches the sorting room
the inspector who is there can see that it is properly scoured.

The Senator from Massachusetts asked me a question and
I am trying to answer it, but, not being an expert, I may
omit something, so I will not depend upon my memory but
shall call the attention of the Senator and the Senate to
the Technical Manual of the War Department relating to
inspection of textiles. I want to read at this point the num-
ber of inspectors that are necessary to follow the wool from
its receipt at the factory until it comes out as a finished
product.

* Mr, WALSH. Mr. President, will the Senator again yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr. WALSH. Of course, no such inspection is possible
for imported woolen cloth and goods.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Exactly so.

Mr. WALSH. And, therefore, it would be guite possible
for importers, unless a larger army of inspectors were avail-
able, to deceive the public and avoid this proposed law and
to bootleg so-called woolen goods into the country.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The Senator is 100-percent
correct.

I do not want to be put in the attitude of criticising the
distinguished Senator from Wyoming [Mr. ScawarTz]. He
is undertaking to solve an unsolvable problem. He has
worked hard on this matter for years, and I congratulate him
for the success he has had. He has brought the matter to
the attention of at least the United States Senate and the
House of Representatives. I compliment him for his success,
but I am sorry that after all these months and years he has
come to such a point with this bill that if it should be passed,
it would bring harm to America rather than good. If the
bill should be passed, it would discriminate against every mill
in America, and favor every mill outside America.

Mr, WALSH. I will say that I have found that to be the
universal opinion among the mill owners in my section of the
country. I am glad the Senator from Oklahoma does not
happen to live in an industrial section, because he then would
be accused of seeing only the viewpoint of the manufacturer.
The Senator’s service is of extraordinarily high character and
useful to the country becaue he comes from the section of the
country he does, and because he has a disinterested viewpoint,
at least as compared with the viewpoint of the manufacturer.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I shall yield to a question,
but not for a speech.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Very well, I will ask the Senator a ques-
tion then. The Senator stated that he sympathized with me
because of the work I had done upon this bill, and said in
effect that it would not protect the consumer and would not
accomplish the results sought to be accomplished. Does not
the Senator realize that possibly he is mistaken, and that it
would accomplish the result sought to be accomplished, and
if that be true, while I, of course, appreciate the Senator’s
sympathy, I certainly do not need it.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, the Senator
from Massachusetts has put his finger on one of the weak
points of the bill. It is admitted by everyone who knows any-
thing about the wool industry that there is no test known to
man or known to science by which it can be detected whether
or not wool is virgin wool, or reprocessed wool, or used wool,
and I shall come to that later on.

Mr. WALSH. That is the universal opinion I received
from manufacturers.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. The Senator in connection with every
angle of the bill as he discusses it says, “It must be admitted
by everybody that they do not know this, or that that or the
other is true.” We who are sitting here want to keep silent,
but we do not want our silence to be an admission with respect
to anything the Senator says as being admitted by everybody.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I now yield, Mr. President, so
that the distinguished Senator from Wyoming may place in



1940

the Recorp the test that will determine whether or not the
wool in this coat, if it be wool, is virgin wool, or reprocessed
wool, or shoddy.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, I will endeavor to answer
possibly in more detail later on, but I will try to answer the
question that seems to be bothering the Senator from Okla-
homa. I shall have to refer to something he said the other
day also.

In the first place, he quoted the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
Capper] as having said that there was no method by which
the presence of reworked wool, with virgin wool, could be
ascertained. Mr. President, the Senator from Kansas said
that in 1937, and that was true at that time. Nobody disputed
it.

The Senator also said that some time in 1938, I think it was,
I had said in reply to a letter from Mr. Besse that we did not
rely upon any scientific test and examination or microphotog-
raphy to make a scientific test, but that we relied principally
upon the records kept by the manufacturer. That was true at
that time. That is largely true today so far as the value and
the practical applicability of this measure is concerned, because
every manufacturer, when he makes a garment, knows to a
pound out of a thousand just how much new wool he has put
into it; just how much reworked wool he has put into it; he
knows exactly what amount of each kind of wool is put into
it; so that his own records will always chow exactly what
goes into any lot of garments. We are still assuming that the
great bulk of the manufacturers are honest, and those who are
not honest will have to keep the records anyway, and the rec-
ords are always available and must be kept for 3 years, under
the provisions of the bill.

Mr. WALSH. Will the Senator speak of the test that may
be made to determine the contents of imported woolen cloth?

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Yes. On February 21, 1939, I received
a letter from J. R. Mohler, Chief of the Bureau of Animal In-
dustry, United States Department of Agriculture, which ap-
pears on page 37 of the Senate committee hearings on the
Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939. Mr. Mohler wrote an
even better letter later on. In the letter of February 21, 1939,
he said:

1. The presence of reclalmed wool fiber of any grade in a wool
product can be determined scientifically.

2. The relative contents of virgin wool and reclaimed wool fibers
in a fabric containing only these two kinds of fibers can, according

to recent investigations, be determined within 10 percent of the
actual content of these fibers.

I want to call the attention of the Senator from Oklahoma
to the fact that prior to the time activity began in connection
with wool-labeling legislation there had been no effort made
by the Bureau of Standards and no effort made by general
manufacturers to make scientific tests; so the development of
scientific tests on these dates was not advanced as far as it is
now advanced. On March 18, 1939, Mr. Mohler, of the De-
partment of Agriculture, wrote a letter, which appears on page
407 of the House hearings, addressed to Mr. F. R. Randolph,
assistant committee clerk, Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce, in which he said:

DEeAr Sir: Receipt is acknowledged of your letter of March 11, with
reference to H. R. 944, and stating that the subcommrittee would
appreciate at its hearings the appearance of a representative from
this Bureau to give testimony concerning fiber analysis. The Bureau
will be glad to send a representative to such hearings as you may
designate.

The questions you asked are listed and answered below:

1. Can your Department determine the presence of reworked wool
(or shoddy) in fabrics and garments? Yes.

2. Can you detect the percentage of reworked wool in a fabrie
compesed of virgin wool and reclaimed wool, and can you detect the
percentage of virgin wool in such fabries? The percentage of virgin
wool and reworked wool in a fabric may be determined. Based upon
the Bureau's research with microscopical methods upon fabrics of
known fiber content in which only new and reworked wool are
present, the content of reworked wool or virgin wool may be detected
within 10 percent.

And Dr, Hardy said:

I might mention first one thing which made it difficult for us to
get close results—earlier work done in the examination of the fibers,
the examinations were made for damage on all fibers as they would
appear in the fleld under the microscope, regardless of iocation along
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the fiber; but we discovered a few months ago that if we confined our
gg’g{;:e;o the ends of the fibers that greater accuracy might be

The pl:esent method which we are following is 1o mount the fibers
in glycerin. First, we separate the fibers of the yarn on the slide
and arrange the ends parallel to each other so that you can just see
the ends, and then they are projected with a microprojector and
magnified from 200 to 500 diameters magnification, and an exam-
ination is made of the ends of the fibers for damage. It is examined
there [indicating]. We have here illustrations of 10 different types
of damage which may be found in reworked wool fibers. They are
taken from actual cases showing the ends of the fibers as we saw
them. I will just pass this exhibit around.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Thus we have the answer,
Mr. President, to my question. The answer is that someone,
some place, states that he can take old, worn, slick shoddy,
and tell that it has been worn some time, That is true.
There is only one way to detect whether or not wool has been
worn, and I will state what it is. A wool fiber is a little hol-
low tube. It might look like a pipestem if it were enlarged,
especially as many times as referred to in the letter the Sen-
ator from Wyoming read. This little pipestem is covered
with scales. If the scales are not removed or disturbed the
wool has not been used, and if the wool has simply been
washed and spun and woven into cloth and never worn, the
scales have not been disturbed. Then if that cloth is torn
apart and reduced back to the fluffiness it had when it came
from the sheep’s back, the scales are not disturbed, and there
is no process known to science that can detect whether or not
that wool has ever been in the form of yarn, or even in the
form of cloth.

It is true that the Senator might have a very fine suit of
clothes, which he might wear for a long time. Certain parts
of that suit would become shiny. I have seen shiny clothes;
I have seen shiny wool. Why does a good suit of woolen cloth
become shiny? The answer is simple. It is worn, it is
rubbed against some substance. The scales on the little fibers
are worn off. When the scales are worn off, that leaves ex-
posed a little stem; if the suit continues to be used, the stem
rubbing against something wears off the place where the scale
was attached to the fiber, and if the suit is still further worn,
even after this, it leaves there the slick, shiny fiber of the
wool. It is often said that one can see himself in the back of
a man’s coat. That is the reason. The scales are gone.
Even the places where the scales are attached to the fiber
are erased. Friction erases them, and there is nothing left
but the polished fiber or wool. When that stage of wear is
reached the scales are gone, and the suit is shiny. If such a
suit should be sent in as rags, and anyone with a microscope
should be given the task of examining the wool fibers, he
could easily tell that the scales were gone and that the weol
had been used. It would be rubbed so much that even the
places where the scales were attached to the fibers would be
gone. So it would not take very much of a scientist to tell
that the wool had been used. That is the only way in which
scieélce can detect whether or not the woolen fiber has been
used.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr.
Chaffee, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House
had pas$sed the following bills of the Senate, severally with
amendments, in which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate:

S.2103. An act to exempt certain Indians and Indian tribes
from the provisions of the act of June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 984),
as amended;

S.3990. An act to transfer the essential language of sec-
tion 518, title IV, of the Tariff Act of 1930, approved June 17,
1930, into the Judicial Code of the United States and to pro-
vide for its reenactment as part of said Judicial Code, to take
effect from the date of its passage, including the allowance
to the judges of the United States Customs Court, Govern-
ment counsel, and stenographic clerks as set forth therein
for traveling expenses incurred for maintenance while absent
from New York on official business and to repeal all acts
inconsistent therewith to the extent of such inconsistency,
and for other purposes; and
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S.4107. An act to transfer the jurisdiction of the Arling-
ton Farm, Va., to the jurisdictions of the War Department
and the Department of the Interior, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the House had passed
the following bills of the Senate, each with an amendment,
in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate:

S.3437. An act for the relief of the Franco-American Con-
struction Co.; and

8. 3920. An act to amend the Railroad Unemployment In-
surance Act, approved June 25, 1938, as amended June 20,
1239, and for other purposes.

The message further announced that the House had agreed
to the report of the committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate
to the bill (H. R. 10413) to provide revenue, and for other
purposes.

The message also announced that the House had passed the
following bills, in which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate:

H.R.4257. An act for the relief of the estate of Barthol-
omew Lawler;

H.R.6450. An act to provide for the issuance, by the
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, of regulations providing
for more liberal policies in determining the service connec-
tion of disabilities, and for other purposes;

H.R.6711. An act for the relief of Mary Pruett Townsend;

H. R. 7405, An act to repeal an obsolete section of the Dis-
triet of Columbia Code;

H.R.7694. An act to require vessels engaging in the coast-
wise trade or in the whaling or other fisheries to be wholly
owned by citizens of the United States, and for other
purposes;

H.R.T784. An act for the relief of Howard R. M. Browne;

H.R.T7916. An act granting 6 months’ pay to Lillian M.
Reymonda;

H.R.8705. An act for the relief of Howard Mondt;

H.R.9625. An act for the relief of Moses Limon and Ida
Julia Limon;

H. R.9756. An act granting an increase of pension to Nellie
J. Merriman;

H.R.9918. An act relating to citizenship requirements for
manning of vessels, and for other purposes;

H.R.10122. An act to amend an act entitled “An act
authorizing construction of water conservation and utiliza-
tion projects in the Great Plains and arid and semiarid areas
of the United States,” approved August 11, 1939 (53 Stat.
1418), and an act entitled “An act to promote conserva-
tion in the arid and semiarid areas of the United States by
aiding in the development of facilities for water storage
and utilization, and for other purposes,” approved August
28, 1937 (50 Stat. 869) ;

H.R.10190. An act for the relief of Charles T. Dulin;

H.R.10194. An act for the relief of the late John L. Sum-
mers, former disbursing clerk, Treasury Department;

H.R. 10219. An act for the relief of Dr. Wilhelm Wolfgang
Krauss;

H.R. 10221. An act to provide for the acquisition of addi-
tional land along the Mount Vernon Memorial Highway in
exchange for certain dredging privileges, and for other
purposes;

H.R.10244. An act for the relief of Dr. Michel Konne and
Pauline Lucia Konne;

H.R.10245. An act for the relief of Meier Langermann, his
wife, Friederike, and son, Joseph;

H.R.10253. An act for the relief of Eugene Gruen and his
wife, Kate;

H.R.10311. An act for the relief of Ernst Gottlieb, his
wife, Margot, and daughter, Mary;

H.R.10326. An act for the relief of Dr, Frantisek Blonek
and Erna Blonek;

H.R. 10354. An act for the relief of Guy F. Allen, chief dis-
bursing officer, Treasury Department, and for other pur-
poses;
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H.R.10380. An act to expedite national defense by sus-
pending, during the national emergency, provisions of law
that prohibit more than 8 hours’ labor in any 1 day of
persons engaged upon work covered by contracts of the
United States Maritime Commission, and for other purposes;

H.R.10381. -‘An act to repeal sections 4588 and 4591 of the
Revised Statutes of the United States;

H. R. 10398. An act to amend part ITI of the Interstate Com=-
merce Act, as amended, so as to make certain provisions
thereof applicable to freight forwarders;

H.R.10495. An act to amend section 61 of the National
Defense Act of June 3, 1916, by adding a proviso which will
permit States to organize military units not a part of the
National Guard, and for other purposes;

H.R.10501. An act to amend section 509, as amended, of
the Merchant Marine Act, 1936;

H.R.10518. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
Department of Highways and the county of Big Stone, State
of Minnesota, to construct, maintain, and operate a free high-
way bridge across the Whetstone Diversion Channel at or
near Ortonville, Minn.; and

H.R. 10541. An act granting pensions and increase of pen-
sions to certain dependents of veterans of the Civil War.

The message further announced that the House had agreed
to a concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 55), in which it
requested the concurrence of the Senate, as follows:

Resclved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring),
That it is the sense of the Congress of the United States that any
political party or organization which advocates the overthrow by
force of the form of government of the United States established
by the Constitution should not be recognized as a political entity,
and the Congress recommends to the several State legislatures the
enactment of legislation prohibiting the recognition of any such
political party or organization on the official ballot of such States
for the election to any office within such States, and for the choice

of electors of the President and Vice President of the United States
and for the election of Senators and Representatives in Congress.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the Speaker had af-
fixed his signature to the following enrolled bills, and they
were signed by the Vice President.

H.R.428. An act for the relief of Edward Workman;

H.R.532. An act for the relief of W. J. Hance;

H.R. 554, An act for the relief of Meta De Rene McLoskey;

H.R. 775. An act for the relief of W. M. Hurley and Joe
Whitson;

H.R.1174. An act for the relief of Euel Caldwell;

H.R.1183. An act for the relief of Ben L. Kessinger and
M. Carlisle Minor;

H.R. 1857. An act for the relief of Nell Mullen;

H.R.1912. An act for the relief of the estate of Alfred
Batrack;

H. R. 2036. An act for the relief of Umberto Tedeschi;

H.R.2214. An act for the relief of M. Grace Murphy, ad-
ministratrix of the estate of John H. Murphy, deceased;

H. R. 2286. An act for the relief of Wasyl Kulmatycki;

H. R. 2684. An act for the relief of Emma Knutson;

H. R. 4441. An act for the relief of Alex Silberstein, Magda-
lene Silberstein, Eleanor Goldfarb, Lillian Goldfarb, Jackie
Goldfarb, and Florence Karp, minors;

H.R.4571. An act for the relief of LaVera Hampton;

H.R.4954. An act for the relief of Rosa Paone;

H.R.5264. An act for the relief of Maj. Clarence H.
Greene, United States Army, retired;

H. R.5365. An act for the relief of John J. Murphy;

H. R.5400. An act for the relief of those rendering medical
and hospital services to Evyline Vaughn;

H. R. 5417. An act for the relief of Isaac Surmany;

H.R.5T771. An act for the relief of Louis St. Jacques;

H.R.5776. An act for the relief of Albert DePonti;

H.R. 5863. An act for the relief of the estate of James A.
Rivera;

H. R. 6060. An act for the relief of .John P. Hart;

H.R.6108. An act for the relief of Regina Howell;

H.R. 6210. An act for the relief of George R. Stringer;

H.R. 6230. An act for the relief of Jr.mes Murphy, Sr.;
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H.R.6409. An act to record the lawful admission to the
United States for permanent residence of Motiejus Buzas and
Bernice Buzas, his wife;

H.R.6456. An act for the relief of John Toepel, Robert
Scott, Widmer Smith, and Louis Knowlton;

H.R. 6457. An act for the relief of the Wallie Motor Co.;

H.R.6480. An act to amend the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1933;

H. R. 6605. An act for the relief of Louis A. Charland;

H. R.6639. An act for the relief of George F. Kermath;

H. R. 6782. An act for the relief of James Robert Harman;

H.R.6842. An act for the relief of Rufus E. Farmer;

H.R.6946. An act for the relief of Salvatore Taras;

H.R.7179. An act authorizing the naturalization of Louis
D. Friedman;

H. R. 7425. An act for the relief of the parents of Charldean
Finch; A

H.R.7515. An act for the relief of Joseph B. Rupinski and
Maria Zofia Rupinski; y

H.R.7681. An act for the relief of Emelie Witzenbacher;

H. R.7747. An act for the relief of Estelle M. Corbett;

H.R.8124. An act to provide funds for cooperation with
public-school districts (organized and unorganized) in Mah-
nomen, Itasca, Pine, St. Louis, Clearwater, Koochiching, and
Becker Counties, Minn., in the construction, improvement, and
extension of school facilities to be available to both Indian and
white children;

H.R.8295. An act for the relief of Leo Neumann and his
wife, Alice Neumann;

H.R.8474. An act to further amend the Alaska game law;

H.R. 8743. An act for the relief of Luther Haden;

H.R. 8830. An act to amend the records at the port of New
York to show the admission of Steve Zegura, Jr., and B. Dra-
gomir Zegura as aliens admitted for permanent residence;

H.R.8906. An act to record the lawful admission to the
United States for permanent residence to Nicholas G. Karas;

H.R.9%024. An act relating to the status of retired officers
of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard of the
United States, and to amend section 113 of the Criminal Code;

H.R.9123. An act to approve Act No. 65 of the Session Laws
of 1939 of the Territory of Hawaii, entitled “An act to amend
Act 29 of the Session Laws of Hawaii, 1929, granting to J. K,
Lota and associates a franchise for electric light, current, and
power in Hanalei, Kauai, by including Moloaa within such
franchise”;

H.R.9124. An act to approve Act No. 214 of the Session
Laws of 1939 of the Territory of Hawaii, entitled “An act to
amend Act 105 of the Session Laws of Hawaii, 1921, granting
franchise for the manufacture, maintenance, distribution,
and supply of electric current for light and power within
Kapaa and Waipouli in the district of Kawaihau on the
island and county of Kauai, by including within said fran-
chise the entire district of Kawaihau, island of Kauai”;

H.R. 9264. An act to provide for uniformity of allowances
for the transportation of household goods of civilian officers
and employees when transferred from one official station to
another for permanent duty; r

H. R.9636. An act authorizing the conveyance to the Com-
monwealth of Virginia of a portion of the naval reservation
known as Naval Proving Ground, Dahlgren, Va.;

H.R.9688. An act to provide for the advancement on the
retired list of any officer of the Navy or Marine Corps retired
pursuant to the provisions of section 13 or 15 (e) of the act
of June 23, 1938;

H.R.9898. An act to further amend section 13a of the Na-
tional Defense Act so as to authorize officers detailed for
training and duty as aircraft observers to be so rated, and for
other purposes;

H.R. 10036. An act for the relief of John A. Kames;

H.R. 10080. An act to amend section 3493 of the Internal
Revenue Code, formerly section 404 of the Sugar Act of 1937;
H.R. 10191. An act for the relief of Anthony Borsellino;

H.R.10295. An act to amend the act of June 23, 1938
(52 Stat. 944) ; and
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H.R. 10405. An act to provide for adjusting the compensa-
tion of persons employed as masters at arms, and guards at
navy yards and stations, and for other purposes.

HOUSE EBILLS REFERRED OR PLACED ON CALENDAR

The following bills were severally read twice by their titles
and referred, or ordered to be placed on the calendar, as indi-
cated below:

H.R.4257. An act for the relief of the estate of Bartholo-
mew Lawler;

H.R. 7784. An act for the relief of Howard R. M. Browne;

H.R. 10190. An act for the relief of Charles T. Dulin;

H.R.10194. An act for the relief of the late John L. Sum=-
mers, former disbursing clerk, Treasury Department; and

H.R.10354. An act for the relief of Guy F. Allen, chief

disbursing officer, Treasury Department, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Claims.
" H.R.6450. An act to provide for the issuance, by the
Administrator of Veterans’' Affairs, of regulations providing
for more liberal policies in determining the service connec-
tion of disabilities, and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Finance.

H.R.6711. An act for the relief of Mary Pruett Townsend;
and

H.R.7916. An act granting 6 months’ pay to Lillian M.
Reymonda; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

H.R.T7405. An act to repeal an obsolete section of the
District of Columbia Code; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

H.R. 7694. An act to require vessels engaging in the coast~
wise trade or in the whaling or other fisheries to be wholly
owned by citizens of the United States, and for other pur-

poses;

H.R.9918. An act relating to citizenship requirements for
manning of vessels, and for other purposes; and

H.R.10501. An act to amend section 509, as amended, of
the Merchant Marine Act, 1936; to the Committee on Com=-
merce.

H.R. 8705. An act for the relief of Howard Mondt; and

H.R.10495. An act to amend section 61 of the National
Defense Act of June 3, 1916, by adding a proviso which will
permit States to organize military units not a part of the
National Guard, and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

H.R.9625. An act for the relief of Moses Limon and Ida
Julia Limon;

H.R.10219. An act for the relief of Dr. Wilhelm Wolfgang
Krauss;

H.R.10244. An act for the relief of Dr. Michel Konne and
Pauline Lucia Konne;

H.R. 10245. An act for the relief of Meier Langermann, his
wife Friederike, and son Joseph;

H.R.10253. An act for the relief of Eugene Gruen and his
wife Kate;

H.R.10311. An act for the relief of Ernst Gottlieb, his wife
Margot, and daughter Mary; and

H.R.10326. An act for the relief of Dr. Frantisek Blonek
and Erna Blonek; to the Committee on Immigration.

H.R.9756. An act granting an increase of pension to Nellie
J. Merriman; and

H.R. 10541. An act granting pensions and increase of pen-
sions to certain dependents of veterans of the Civil War; to
the Committee on Pensions.

H.R. 10221, An act to provide for the acquisition of addi-
tional land along the Mount Vernon Memorial Highway in
exchange for certain dredging privileges, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys.

H.R.10398. An act to amend part II of the Interstate Com-
merce Act, as amended, so as to make certain provisions
thereof applicable to freight forwarders; to the Committee
on Interstate Commerce.

H.R.10518. An act granting the consent of Congress to
the Department of Highways and the county of Big Stone,
State of Minnesota, to construct, maintain, and operate a
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free highway bridge across the Whetstone Diversion Channel
at or near Ortonville, Minn.; to the calendar.

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION REFERRED

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 55) recommend-
ing that any parties or organizations advocating overthrow
of the United States Government be prohibited from enter-
ing candidates in any State or national election, was referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

CORPORATION-INCOME AND EXCESS-PROFITS TAXATION—CONFER-
ENCE REPORT

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Oklahoma yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. For what purpose, may I ask?

Mr. HARRISON. The purpose is to present the conference
report on the excess profits tax bill, which I think will not
require any great length of time. 4

I very much dislike to interfere with the pending confer-
ence report but, as everyone realizes, the conference report
on the excess profits tax bill is a very important matter. It
was agreed to in the House earlier today and is now on the
Vice President’s desk. I should very much like to have it
disposed of.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, has the Senator any idea
how long a time will be required to dispose of it?

Mr. HARRISON. I do not think there is any disposition to
speak at length on the conference report. I wish to make a
very brief explanation, which I think will require not more
than 10 minutes. I think the Senate is entitled to such an
explanation. I do not believe there will be any prolonged dis-
cussion of the conference report.

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma.
that purpose.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Can the Senator from Oklahoma give
us any idea how long he desires to talk on the pending con-
ference report?

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. Until Senators have some op-
portunity to understand the bill, which they do not now have,
and which I fear they never will have,

Mr. SCHWARTZ. That means that the Senator intends to
talk forever.

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. I would if I could.

Mr, OVERTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr. OVERTON. I am a member of the Appropriations
Committee, and I desire to be present during the discussion.
I wish to ask the Senator from Oklahoma a question.

I recall that when the other conference report was before us
for consideration, the very able Senator from Oklahoma
pointed out that the adoption of that conference report would
have a very bad effect on the marketing of cotton. I wish to
know if that objection has been removed by the new confer-
ence report.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The new report is no different
from the motion made in the first instance. The motion was
to accept the House bill. The conference report accepts the
House bill.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, referring to the request
of the Senator from. Mississippi, it is perfectly agreeable to
me to proceed to consider the conference report on the tax
bill, with the understanding that when that report shall
have been disposed of we shall resume consideration of the
pending conference report.

Mr. HARRISON. That is my understanding.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Very well.

Mr. HARRISON. I submit the report of the committee of
conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10413) to
provide revenue, and for other purposes.

[For conference report see p. 12945 of the proceedings of
the House of Representatives.]

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr, President, will the Senator yield for a
question?

Mr. HARRISON. I yield.

I shall be glad to yield for
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Mr. AUSTIN. Is it the intention of the Senator to call
for a quorum?

Mr. HARRISON. If was not my intention; but if the
Senator feels that a quorum should be present on so im-
portant a bill, it is perfectly satisfactory to me.

Mr. AUSTIN. I shall not suggest the absence of a quorum
at this moment. However, it is understood that I shall
suggest the absence of a quorum if the tax bill conference
report becomes the order of business.

Mr, HARRISON. I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of the conference report
on the excess profits tax bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to con-
sider the report of the committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 10413) to provide revenue, and for
other purposes.

Mr. AUSTIN. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Adams Downey Johnson, Colo.  Sheppard
Andrews Ellender King Shipstead
Ashurst Frazier McEellar Smathers
Austin George McNary Stewart
Bailey Gerry Maloney Taft

Barkley Gillette Thomas, Idaho
Bilbo Glass Minton Thomas, Okla.
Brown Green Murray Thomas, Utah
Bulow Guffey Norris Tobey

Burke Gurney Nye Townsend
Byrd Hale O'Mahoney Truman
Byrnes Harrison Overton Tydings
Capper Hatch Pepper Vandenberg
Caraway Hayden Pittman Van Nuys
Chavez Herring Radcliffe Walsh

Clark, Idaho Hill Reed Wheeler
Connally Holt Russell White
Danaher Hughes Schwartz Wiley

Davis Johnson, Calif. Schwellenbach

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy-five Senators having
answered to their names, a quorum is present. The question
is on agreeing to the conference report.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I desire to explain briefly
the conference report on the tax bill.

First, I will discuss the important changes.

Under the Senate bill there were three important changes
over the House bill.

First, the Senate bill increased the ordinary corporation tax
on all corporations by 3.1 percent.

Second, the Senate bill removed the penalty of 4.1 percent
on corporations electing the average-earnings method as well
as the 5-percent differential in brackets of the rate schedule
with respect to those corporations electing the average-earn-
ings method. In the conference report, of course, both
methods are left in the bill, and the taxpayer may elect as
to which one he chooses in the computation of his excess-
profits taxes.

Third, the Senate bill increased the specific exemption
allowed corporations, for the purpose of the excess-profits
tax, from $5,000 to $10,000.

Under the conference we were able to reach the following
agreement.:

The 3.1 percent increase in the normal rate was retained
with respect to corporations with net incomes in excess of
$25,000. Those with income less than $25,000 were removed
from the increased normal corporate taxes.

The 4.1-percent penalty and the 5-percent differential in
rate schedules between those electing the average-earnings
method and those electing the invested-capital method were
eliminated. In lieu of these, it was agreed to permit corpora-
tions electing the average-earnings method to use only 95
percent of their base-period earnings as a credit in comput-
ing their excess-profits tax.

Mr, VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HARRISON. I yield.
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Mr. VANDENBERG. As I understand the Senator, then,
there is still a penalty against the average-earnings option.
Is that correct?

Mr. HARRISON. In computing and arriving at the aver-
age-earnings method there is a difference of 21, percent with
respect to the largest corporations, but in the average case it
would not exceed 134 percent. The method, too, is a very
simple one.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HARRISON. I yield.

Mr. WALSH. Will the 95-percent base result in increasing
the revenue from the excess-profits tax?

Mr, HARRISON. Yes. It was very difficult to get a true
estimate of it, but the bill, as finally agreed upon, will bring
slightly more revenue than either the bill as it passed the
House or the bill as it passed the Senate.

Mr. WALSH. I should think that fixing the base at 95
percent in determining the excess-profits tax upon incomes
for the 4 years prior to this year would result in some
increase.

Mr. HARRISON. It would result in some increase, esti-
mated to be about $40,000,000, I may say to the Senator.

Mr. WALSH. From that one change which has been made
in the House and the Senate bills?

Mr. HARRISON. Yes. That provision will result in a
material increase in the revenue.

Mr. WALSH. I think that is desirable and beneficial.

Mr. HARRISON. I may say that under the estimates of
the Treasury experts—their very conservative estimates—
there will be realized a gross revenue yield of between four
hundred and five and five hundred and twenty-five million
dollars in 1940 from the bill as agreed to in conference. I
may state, however, that the staff of the Joint Committee on
Internal Revenue Taxation, in whom I have great confidence,
estimates $532,000,000 in revenue for the year 1940 and for
the year 1941 a yield of $905,000,000. The Treasury Depart-
ment, as Senators will see from a table which I will ask to
have inserted in the Recorp at this point, makes a break-
down of its estimates in connection with this bill.

There being no objection, the table was ordered to be
printed in the REecorp, as follows:

Second revenue act of 1940 *—estimaied yield at estimated calendar
year 1940 income levels and under arbitrary assumptions as to

increase in net income over the lower estimates for calendar year
1540

|Millions of dollars]
Assuming arbitrary income increase
1040 .
levels?® {14 nar- | 15 per- | 20 per- | 25 per- | 30 per-
cent | cent | cent cent | cent
Gross yield:
Excess-profitstax_... ... 185-295 400 505 610 725 850
Increase in normal tax....| 220-280 240 250 260 270 280
1o < | IN—— L] 640 755 870 995 1,130
Net yield:?
xcess-profitstax_________ 155-245 330 410 490 580 675
Increase in normal tax.._.| 185-190 195 205 210 220 225
b 7 | A ——— 625 615 700 800 900

1H. R. 10413, conference agreement, Sept. 20, 1040,
2 Probable range of revenue yields.
* Allows for decréase in income tax collections.

Souree: Treasury Department, Division of Research and Btatistics.

Mr, WALSH. That is for all income?

Mr. HARRISON. We will get over $900,000,000 in revenue
from this bill in 1941, according to the estimates of the joint
committee staff.

Mr, VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HARRISON. I yield.

Mr. VANDENEERG. Am I to understand the Senator to
say that out of the excess profits tax section of the bill we
are to get five hundred or six hundred million dollars this
year?

Mr. HARRISON. No; under the excess profits tax section
of the bill it was estimated by the Treasury that for 1940 be-
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tween $185,000,000 and $295,000,000 would be derived, and on
the increase in the normal tax of 3.1 percent on all corpora-
tions having incomes over $25,000 there would be derived be-
tween $220,000,000 and $230,000,000, making a total of between
$405,000,000 and $525,000,0600. That is the estimate the Treas-
ury has given us for 1240,

Of course, the Senator realizes that it has been made plain
to the committee that work under the national-defense pro-
gram will not fully get under way until 1941, In 1941 the
revenue will increase quite perceptibly.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I should be glad to have the Senator
explain the matter to me at a point at which I am finding it
difficult to follow him. The excess-profits tax for the present
year was estimated at $100,000,000 as the bill left the Senate.
Now the exemption has been increased to $25,000, which would
take off $20,000,000. That would leave a net of $80,000,000.
What has happened to increase the excess profits tax revenue
for this year from $80,000,000 to $250,000,000?

Mr. HARRISON. It would take me until doomsday to
explain to the Senator the different formulas which were
placed on the blackboard and the different arguments upon the
part of the experts and to show him how the 2'-percent dif-
ferential would make the return from the excess-profits taxes
somewhat higher than it was in the bill as it left the Senate.
I am unable to explain how the experts arrive at their esti-
mates, but there must have been other factors besides this
2%, -percent differential.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I am not going to press the Senator,
because I will concede in advance that it will take him and
me until doomsday to understand anything that is in this
particular bill.

Mr. HARRISON. It is much simpler than when it came
from the House, and I am inclined to think that it is some-
what simpler than as passed by the Senate. So, roughly, it is
estimated that from this bill we will get a billion dollars.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Next year?

Mr. HARRISON. For 1941, and between $500,000,000 and
$600,000,000 in 1940. i

Mr, VANDENBERG. Of which the Senator now attributes
$250,000,000 to the excess-profits tax?

Mr. HARRISON. The Treasury estimates between one
hundred and eighty-five and two hundred and ninety-five
million dollars in 1940 from the excess-profits tax.

Mr, VANDENBERG. But the Senator says I will have to
wait until doomsday to find out how that estimate was
reached.

Mr. HARRISON. No; I said if I had to explain it, it would
be doomsday before I could convince the Senator or explain
it definitely. I hope the Senator will realize that that is a
very frank statement.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I appreciate the Senator’s candor; I
underwrite it and endorse it, because I think doomsday is an
excellent word to describe what he has presented.

Mr. HARRISON. As I have said, the 3.1-percent increase
in the normal rate was retained with respect to corporations
with incomes in excess of $25,000.

The 4.1-percent penalty and the 5-percent differential in
rate schedules between those electing the average-earnings
method and those electing the invested-capital method were
eliminated; and in lieu of that there was imposed what
amounts to about 2% -percent differential between the two
methods. The differential under such a plan could never ex-
ceed 22 percent with respect to the largest corporations, and
in the average case it would not exceed 134 percent.

The method is a very simple one.

The conference report restores the $5,000 specific exemp-
tion allowed under the House bill. However, the small cor-
poration was protected by not applying the increase of 3.1 per-
cent to them.

The Senate provision allowing an exemption of 8 percent of
the invested capital of the taxable year was accepted by the
conference. That provision remains as recommended by the
Senate. This was also true with respect to the Senate pro-
vision making an allowance of 50 percent for borrowed capital.
Tha.g' was recommended by the Senate.
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A single rate schedule was adopted which applied to all
corporations, whether they elected the average-earnings
method or the invested-capital method. This was the rate
schedule adopted by the Senate Finance Committee. Because
of loss in revenue, the rate schedule which was added to the
Senate bill on the floor was not accepted.

In regard to the amortization provisions, the Senate
changes were accepted by the conference, with the excep-
tion of the date after which the construction, reconstruction,
erection, or installation of any facility must have been com-
pleted or its acquisition have taken place in order that the
cost thereof may be subject to amortization. Under the
Senate bill, amortization was allowed when the facility was
constructed or acquired after January 1, 1940. The House
bill had as its date July 10, 1940. The conferees agreed to
the date of June 10, 1940, which was the date of the Ways
and Means Committee report on the first Revenue Act of
1940. The Ways and Means Committee’s report stated that
the subject should be studied with a view toward enacting
legislation which might apply to incomes earned in 1940.
We felt that when that report was made it was notice to the
taxpayers of the country that some allowance would be made
for amortization.

In this report, the conference agreed to relieve what we
termed hard cases, such as the following:

Pirst. Under the Senate bill, for instance, losses from the
sale of depreciable assets were allowed to be deducted in
computing the income for the taxable year. This was
agreed to.

Second. The Senate hill did not require refunds and inter-
est on Agricultural Adjustment Act taxes to be included in
income for the purposes of the excess-profits tax. That was
agreed to in conference.

Third. The Senate bill allowed corporations electing the
average-earnings method to deduct in full dividends received
from other corporations, whether domestic or foreign. A
similar deduction was allowed under the House bill to corpo-
rations electing the average-earnings method. Under the
conference agreement, the Senate provision was retained as
to domestic dividends. In the case of foreign dividends,
relief was granted under the abnormality or general relief
section.

Fourth. With respect to awards of the Mixed Claims Com-
mission, United States and Germany, the Senate bill provided
that such awards should not be subject to the excess-profits
tax. It was pointed out that these awards were already cov-
ered by the general relief provision of the bill with respect to
abnormalities in income, and that under that provision they
would not be subject to the excess-profits tax. With this in
mind, and an agreement to put in the conference report a spe-
cific statement to that effect, the specific provision of the
Senate bill dealing with the subject was eliminated.

Fifth. The Senate bill exempted from the excess profits
tax income attributable to the recovery of a bad debt if such
debt was deductible from gross income for any taxable year
prior to January 1, 1940. This was agreed to.

Sixth. The Senate bill prevented income in the base period
from being reduced by deductions on account of retirement
or discharge of bonds. This was agreed to.

Seventh. The Senate bill prevented income in the base pe-
riod from being reduced by losses arising from demolition,
abandonment, or loss of useful value of property not compen-
sated for by insurance. This was agreed to.

Eighth. The Senate hill prevented income in the base period
from being reduced by deductions attributable to claims,
awards, or judgments against the taxpayer, or interest
thereon, if, in the light of the taxpayer’s business, it was ab-
normal for the taxpayer to incur a liability of such character,
or if the amount of such liability in the tax period was grossly
disproportionate to the amount of such liability in the 4
previous years. This was agreed to.

Substantially all the special relief provisions which were
incorporated in the Senate bill were adopted by the con-
ference.

-
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Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, were there any Senate
relief provisions which were not incorporated in the confer-
ence report?

Mr, HARRISON. I know of only one special relief provi-
sion which was not so incorporated. That was the one which
was offered by the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY], to
give relief relative to an unrecovered debt in connection with
a loan made by a parent corporation to its subsidiary; and the
House conferees would not accept that amendment.

Mr. BARELEY. Mr. President, I understand that that
provision went out on the insistence of the Treasury Depart-
ment,

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator is right.

Mr. BARKLEY. Which raises a question, after all, whether
the Congress or somebody else writes these bills.

Mr. KING. Mr, President, let me say to the Senator, if
he will pardon me, that the question is frequently raised
whether Congress itself writes any bills, or whether they come
from the executive department.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I was interested, as the
Senator recalls, in the consideration of the record with
respect to development of a process, patents, and so forth,
of the predecessor corporation, or copartnership, or other
form of business organization, of a taxpayer in figuring the
excess-profits tax. I understand that while the provision
I introduced in the Senate was stricken out of section 721,
section 722 was added, which reads as follows:

For the purposes of this subchapter, the Commissioner shall also
have authority to make such adjustments as may be necessary to
adjust abnormalities affecting income or capital—

With the right of appeal to the United States Board of
Tax Appeals. Under that section, does the Senator think
the relief could be given to corporations which had been
formed cut of prior corporations or partnerships substan-
tially similar in ownership, as is given to a taxpayer who
had no change in its corporate organization?

Mr. HARRISON. If, as the result of such a situation,
there developed an abnormality of income, it is entirely
possible that section 722 would afford relief.

Mr. BROWN. May I ask if section 722 is taken from the
Excess-Profits Tax Act of 1918? Is it substantially the same
provision that is in that act?

Mr. HARRISON. No; it is substantially the provision of
the Senate bill. I may say, in that respect, that in my
opinion the general-relief provision is one of the most im-
portant features in this bill. Indeed, I would have liked to
have seen it perfected; but the Senator will recall that when
the relief provision was recommended by the Senate Finance
Comimittee, some doubt was expressed by the drafting ex-
perts and the Treasury Department representatives as to
whether or not they could draft it in perfect form, and so
forth. We gave them the time to do it in the way that they
insisted it be done, and brought in a draft dealing only with
abnormalities in income for the taxable year. This was
subject to some criticism, and on the floor the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Georce] offered another provision giving the
Commissioner general authority to make adjustments where
abnormalities existed in income or capital and giving the
Board of Tax Appeals the right to review the decision of the
Commissioner.

One of the hardest fights made in the conference was the
attempt of the Senate conferees to get this Senate amend-
ment or the substitute offered by the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. GeorGcel adopted. The Senate amendment, with slight
modifications, was finally adopted and the Treasury
and the staff of the Joint Committee on Internal Rev-
enue Taxation were instructed by the conference to study
the entire problem covered by this section, and report to the
appropriate committees on the subject as soon as possible.

Mr. BROWN, Mr, President, the idea is that the report
will be made soon enough so that the Congress may legislate
upon that subject, with effect upon the tax returns for the
calendar year 1940?

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator is correct.
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Mr. BROWN. And the Senator feels that section 722, on
page 14 of the bill, which is a very general relief section, may
be used for the purpose of assisting corporations which have
been formed out of other corporations, partnerships, or indi-
viduals with substantially the same ownership?

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator is correct. Of course, the
Senator is aware of the fact that the whole Finance Commit-
tee was insistent that something like the 1918 law, with some

discretion vested in the Commissioner or the Board of Tax

Appeals, should be written into the law.

Mr. BROWN. The Senator will recall that the Finance
Committee unanimously approved the general proposition
that the development period and earnings, or lack of earnings,
of predecessor corporations, predecessor partnerships, and
predecessor individuals should be considered in the calcula-
tion of the excess-profits tax base.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator is correct. I merely wish
to say that we did our best to hold that provision, so that there
would be no question about the matter.

Mr. BROWN. I thank the Senator very much.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Missis-
sippi yield?

Mr. HARRISON. 1 yield.

‘Mr. ADAMS. I am interested, as are all those from the
mining sections, in the provision in reference to abnormal
incomes, incomes which appear as a result of a process of
development and research carried on over a period of years
which result in a substantial profit in 1 year because of the
activities of the preceding year or years. That matter was
before the Finance Committee, of course, and before the con-
ference committee.

As the bill came from the Senate committee it contained
relief provisions, and gave authority to the Commissioner of
Internal Revenue, with the approval of the Secretary, to make
adjustments. On the floor an effort was made by an amend-
ment to not only give the authority to make such adjustments,
but to make it compulsory, and to establish a mathematical
method by which they should be applied. In other words, it
provided that if a process of development, say in a mine, had
been carried on for 5 years, and there had been loss for 4
years, and if, at the end of the fifth year, if a fortunate mineral
discovery were made, the profit should be distributed back
over the period of 5 years. That has been taken out. The
conference committee recommends the elimination of this
mathematical formula for the distribution. As the bill comes
from the conference committee power is given the Commis-
sioner, with the approval of the Secretary, to make adjust-
ments, but, as I read it, there is absolutely no compulsion upon
the Commissioner to make any such adjustments. We are left
absolutely at the mercy of the judgment and decision of the
Commissioner and the Secretary of the Treasury.

Mr. HARRISON. That has relation to the amendment the
Senator offered, the 5-year amendment?

Mr. ADAMS. Yes.

Mr. HARRISON. We believe that the bill as now written
absolutely requires the Commissioner to make the allocation
of the income to the proper year.

Mr, ADAMS. Will the Senator be good enough to satisfy
my mind a little, to ease it, by telling me where the pro-
vision is?

Mr. HARRISON. Under section 21 of the bill as agreed to
in conference, the amount attributable to any previous tax-
able year or years is to be determined under rules and regu-
lations prescribed by the Commissioner with the approval of
the Secretary. In the case of income from exploration, and
so forth, the Commissioner is required under the language of
this section to allocate so much of such income as is not
attributed to the taxable year to each of the preceding years.

Mr. ADAMS. The Senator is reading the statement as to
the Senate amendment, but not a statement as to the con-
ference report.

Mr. HARRISON. I am referring to the section of the law
itself and the interpretation placed upon it by both the
Treasury and our own experts.
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It was the viewpoint of every expert in our conference—
those representing our joint committee and those representing
the Treasury—that we had taken care of the very situation
the Senator pointed out in his amendment; that explorations
might not run back just 5 years, but might run back 20 years,
and that the Commissioner would be required to make the
adjustments.

Mr. ADAMS. The Senator is quite correct that the au-
thority exists in the Treasury Department to make the ad-
justments, but in the conference report there is no compulsion
upon the Treasury Department to make the adjustments.
It is all within their discretion.

The amount to be attributed to previous years is to be de-
termined by the Commissioner or the Treasury Department.
Then the subsections which follow deal with the amount to
be attributed to previous years; but the amount to be at-
tributed comes from the exercise of the discretion of the
Treasury Department. In other words, there is not a particle
of compulsion upon the Treasury Department to meet the
problem. Of course, I am hopeful that the Treasury Depart-
ment will recognize the implications of the language rather
than the unrestricted discretion.

Mr. HARRISON. If anyone was misled and there could be
the interpretation the Senator fears, we were the ones who
were misled, because, as I have stated, we were told by every
representative of the Treasury Department, and it was as well
the belief of our own staff, that the situation was taken
care of.

I give the Senator this assurance, that, so far as I am con-
cerned, if, when the question arises, it should be held that
what I have stated is not the correct interpretation and con-
struction of the law, we will certainly make every effort to
amend the law in order to take care of the situation.

Mr. ADAMS. I am very hopeful that the Senator’s views
in the matter will be carried out. Of course, the Treasury
Department naturally, as is true of every other great depart-
ment, likes to have the power vested in it to make decisions. I
am not saying they would n®t do as the Senator expects, but
I am saying that they are not compelled to, under the proposed
law, and out of the bill has gone the provision which would
have compelled them.

Mr. HARRISON. Because we were all very sympathetic
with what the Senator had in his mind, when he restricted the
matter to 5 years, we thought we were giving him more than
his own amendment was giving him by eliminating the 5-year
limitation. There may be a difference between the construc-
tion on the part of the conferees and the Senator’s construc-
tion, but I give him every assurance that if there should be any
doubt about the construction the Treasury puts on this pro-
vision, when the question arises, we will join hands with the
Senator in remedying the situation.

Mr. ADAMS. Iam very happy to have the Senator’s assur-
ance. I hope he will not have any occasion to act upon it.

Mr. HARRISON. I hope so, too.

Mr, President, agreement was reached on the subject of bad
debts, and it is incorporated in the report.

In the Senate bill we allowed a 2-year carry-over of the
unused exemption with respect to the canning and mining
industries. We finally compromised, after a long discussion,
by providing a 1-year carry-over of the unused exemption to
be applied to all corporations whose income did not exceed
$25,000 for the taxable year.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. President, I have been un-
able to discover that section. Will not the Senator give me
a reference to it?

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator will find that section on
page 3 of the conference report. 2

As to the Senate amendment which the senior Senator from
Nevada [Mr. Prrrman] offered, and which was adopted by the
Senate, dealing with strategic metals, we were able to work
out a compromise confining the exemption to the mining of
such metals by domestic corporations within the United States.
That was the very best arrangement that could be made.
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The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Prrrman] offered another
amendment which would have permitted a corporation to
take 3 out of the 4 base years in computing its tax under
the average earnings method, but because of changes in other
parts of the bill, and because of the large loss in revenue
which would result from such an amendment the conferees
were unwilling to accept it.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr, President, will the Senator explain
again the matter of exemption of taxation of the profits de-
rived from the mining of strategic metals? What is his
understanding with regard to the change made in the pro-
vision.

Mr. HARRISON. Istated that there were some six or seven
metals represented or dealt with in the Senator’s amendment.
We were not able to get the House conferees to agree to the
exact language of the Senate amendment, but we were able
to point out that the President in a message to the Congress,
as I recall—I do not know that he included all of these
metals—had asked us to enact legislation to preserve these
strategic metals in the United States for our own defense.

Mr. PITTMAN. I simply wanted to see how it was worded.

Mr. HARRISON. It is section 731 of the committee report.
It reads as follows:

In the case of any domestic corporation engaged in the mining of
tungsten, guicksilver, manganese, platinum, antimony, chromite,
or tin, the portion of the adjusted excess-profits net income attribu-
table to such mining in the United States shall be exempt from
the tax imposed by this subchapter. The tax on the remalning
portion of such adjusted excess-profits net income shall be an
amount which bears the same ratio to the tax computed without
regard to this section as such remaining portion bears to the entire
adjusted excess-profits net income.

Mr. PITTMAN. Does that mean there is no excess-profits
tax charged against the profits derived from that character
of industry?

Mr. HARRISON. In effect, yes.

Mr. PITTMAN. I could not tell from reading it what it
means.

Mr. HARRISON. That is what it means.

Mr. PITTMAN. I thank the%Senator.

Mr. HARRISON. The question of personal-service corpo-
rations was advanced in the debate. We were unable to get
the House conferees to agree to the Senate amendments in
toto. However, under the conference agreement, the defini-
tion of a personal service corporation was defined to mean a
corporation where income was attributed primarily to the
activities of shareholders who are regularly engaged in the
active conduct of the affairs of the corporation and are the
owners at all times during the taxable year of at least 70
percent in value of each class of stock of the corporation and
in which capital is not a material income-producing factor.
Under the House bill, the persons actively engaged in the busi-
ness had to own 80 percent of the stock.

In the case of determining whether the shareholders own
the requisite shares of stock the Senate provision was
adopted, which permitted that the individual shall be con-
sidered as owning stock owned not only by his spouse or
minor child but by any guardian or trustee representing them.

So we did the best we could in trying to work out that very
delicate question.

The Senate amendment permitting credit against the Fed-
eral unemployment tax was offered by the Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. Crar]l. The Senate amendment permits credit
against the Federal unemployment tax for the calendar years
1936, 1937, 1938, or 1939 on employers of eight or more em-
ployees for contributions paid by the employer before the
sixtieth day after the date of the enactment of this act into
an unemployment fund under a State law. The conference
limits the credit for 1939 to 90 percent of the amount which
would have been allowable to conform to the limitation of
existing law.

An important amendment was offered by the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. VanDENBERG] Trelative to social-security legis-
lation affecting persons to be called into the military or naval
service. A more general provision was later offered as a sub-
stitute in order that all of these problems might be studied
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by the conferees. The conferees were able to report on two
of the most urgent problems, one relating to insurance and
the other to the railroad-retirement provisions.

Part I of amendment No. 35 permits persons in military
service to take out national service life insurance up to $10,-
000. This insurance is similar to war-risk insurance with
certain modifications based on experience gained over the
past 20 years. This new insurance permits waiver of pre-
miums upon total disability, but benefits are not payable for
such disability as was the case under war-risk insurance.
The new insurance will be 5-year term insurance with the
right to convert to life, 20-year life, or 30-year life. Premium
rates based on the average age—25 years—will be 67 cents
per thousand per month. Rights of World War veterans
under existing law with respect to war-risk insurance is not
changed.

Because that fund had been built up by the older men who
served in the World War, we did not feel we ought to impair
or injure it. It would also cause a great deal of controversy
and trouble, so we did not affect that fund at all.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HARRISON. I yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I am unable to determine from the
report where the responsibility is lodged for setting up the
national service life insurance and for operating it. Where
does that responsibility go?

Mr. HARRISON. To the Veterans’ Bureau.

Mr. VANDENBERG. It goes tothe Veterans’ Bureau rather
than to the Social Security Board?

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; to the Veterans’ Bureau.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Is it presumed to be built comparably
with and on the basis of war-risk insurance?

Mr. HARRISON. Yes. There is not much difference
between the two. They are along the same line, but separate
and distinet insurance policies are issued under these two
services.

Part II of the amendment permits individuals who are
covered under the Railroad Retirement Acts to use past mili-
tary service in a war-service period for the purpose of deter-
mining eligibility for and the amount of annuities. If a man
had 2 years military service during the World War and 28
years railroad service, he could use the 2 years to compute his
annuity, based on 30 years’ service.

So we took care of those phases of the problem, but we
have to make a further study of the social security features
that were embraced in the amendment of the Senator from
Michigan.

Mr. VANDENBERG. MTr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HARRISON. I yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Now as I understand it, amendment
No. 35, which is the outgrowth of my original suggestion, does
not cover a protection of the conscript, the National Guards-
man, taken into military service, with respect to any of his
rights under the Social Security Act?

Mr. HARRISON. It takes care of none of the provisions
with reference to the Social Security Act, because we found
there were so many angles to it, that it was so complicated,
and that without question it would be better and wiser not
to go into that matter in a conference committee, and if we
had done so we would have been unable to submit a confer-
ence report within any reasonable time. Moreover, public
hearings would have been necessary before the problem could
have been fairly dealt with.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I am inclined to agree with the Sen-
ator that the thing is so complex that it would probably
require further study, although it is probably no more com-
plex than about 98 percent of the other subjects dealt with in
the conference report.

Mr. HARRISON. There are plenty of complexities in the
measure.

Mr. VANDENBERG. What does the Senator propose that
we shall do with respect to these rights under the Social
Security Act? Is he proposing that there shall be a specific
study made?
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Mr., HARRISON. I personally thought that was a very
good way to do it—that is, to have those who will consider
this question appointed by the Presiding Officer of this body,
and the Presiding Officer of the House, and thus have a joint
committee, but the conferees did not all agree with me. So
they are going to proceed in the House, because legislation
pertaining to social security must originate in the House, and
it will go through the regular channels as expeditiously as
possible.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I suppose our special committee on
the exploration of the Social Security Act which the able
Senator appointed in the Finance Committee could take
jurisdiction of the subject on its own motion if it chose to
do so.

Mr. HARRISON. I think that would be very well, although
I think the subcommittee which was named will have its
hands full when it gets to work. However, I am sure there
will be no trouble about that question.

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator agrees that it is some-
thing which ought to be covered?

Mr. HARRISON. I agree; and the whole conference was
in agreement on that point.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HARRISON. 1 yield.

Mr. KING. Dr. Altmeyer and various other representa-
tives of Federal agencies connected with social security, pub-
lic welfare, and so forth, were before the committee. We
had considerable discussion trying to work out some plan by
which we might take care of the question suggested by my
dear friend from Michigan, but many matters were in nebu-
lous form, and we did not have the concrete evidence and
facts before us. So we finally concluded that it would be
unwise for us to cover the entire ground of social security
and make adjustments in the tax bill. For that reason, as
indicated by our chairman, the matter was pretermitted for
the present, and it was understood that both the House and
Senate, through appropriate committees if a joint committee
were not appointed, would address themselves immediately
to the consideration of those very complicated questions.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, that completes about all
I desire to say with reference to the conference report. The
report was signed by every member of the conference—seven
Members of the House and five Members of the Senate.

Mr., VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. HARRISON. I yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator has not indicated what
happened to the Connally amendment.

Mr. HARRISON. I neglected to refer to the action taken
on that amendment. Twice we have passed the Connally
amendment in the Senate. Twice it has been to conference.
The conferees in the first instance were pretty much the same
as the conferees in this instance. On Sunday we took a last
whack at trying to persuade the House conferees to accept
the Connally amendment. We failed, so there was nothing
for us to do but recede or not have a conference agreement.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Was I misinformed in hearing that
at one point the Senate conferees were almost in a panic
when they learned that the House conferees were about to
agree with them on the Connally amendment? [Laughter.]

Mr. HARRISON. No. In this political year the Senator
is probably seeing hobgoblins. There is nothing in that
rumor. From the very beginning I was favorable to the
Connally amendment. I disliked to have to go through the
whole business we went through. This was not by any means
an easy conference. The Connally amendment was written
by a subcommittee of the Finance Committee which studied
the matter carefully. In the event war should come, the
rates would have to be increased materially, It might be a
good idea for some persons to be a little frightened at the
taxes they would have to pay if war should come. We did
what we could for the Connally amendment.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HARRISON. I yield.
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Mr. CONNALLY. Will the Senator from Mississippi advise
us whether or not the House conferees ever understood what
the Connally amendment was all about?

Mr. HARRISON. I am informed that they understood it,
although I have a wee bit of doubt as to whether or not they
understood it.

Mr. CONNALLY. Was it because of jealousy on the part
of the House toward the Senate, the House being supposed to
initiate revenue legislation; or was it simply because the
House did not want any war-profits taxes in time of war?

Mr. HARRISON. The House conferees were not very
sympathetic with the war profits tax bill. I do not know
whether or not they were influenced by jealousy, rivalry, or
feeling against the Senate. I should not say that, because I
am too glad to have got out of the confused state which
existed for a long time.

Mr, KING. Mr. President, as stated by the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. Harrison], the conference report was signed
by all the conferees. That does not mean that all of the
conferees agreed to the provisions of the measure submitted
by the conferees. Speaking frankly, there are many pro-
visions of the bill embodied in the conference report with
which I do not agree. I declined to sign the conference re-
port at the conclusion of the conference, and also for some
time thereafter, though, as I was advised, all other con-
ferees had affixed their signatures to the same. I had
numerous objections to the conference report, believing that
the measure agreed upon contained provisions to which
valid and substantial objections could be made. Upon
further consideration, and weighing all of the questions—
ethical and otherwise—involved, I concluded to join with
my colleagues in signing the conference report.

Though I still have objections to many of the provisions
of the pending measure, I am frank to confess that it is far
superior to the bill which came from the House. The Senate
bill made important changes in the House bill, and I regret
that the conferees did not accept the Senate bill with a few
suggested changes. As stated, I reached the conclusion that,
notwithstanding my objections to the House bill and to many
of the provisions of the bill agreed upon in conference, I
would not be justified in attempting to defeat the will of
the conferees. I realized that because differences of opinion
existed conferees are appointed for the purpose of recon-
ciling the differences between the two Houses in order that
legislation may be enacted. Perhaps there is a question of
ethics as to how far a conferee is under obligation to sacrifice
his own views and to join in a conference report in order to
secure legislation. When conferees are appointed, it is with
the understanding that they will reach an agreement, if
possible, to reconcile the differences between the two Houses
in order to obtain. legislation. Perhaps this imposes upon
each conferee a duty, after striving valiantly to secure the
adoption of the views of the body which appointed him, to
yield if and when it becomes apparent that failing so to do
no agreement would be possible and the bill under considera-
tion might therefore fail.

Because the measure agreed upon in conference contained
objectionable provisions, as indicated, I was not disposed to
sign the conference report. Upon further consideration,
and appreciating the fact that I represented the Senate and
was expected to cooperate with the conferees of the House
and the Senate to the end that a measure might be agreed
upon, I finally signed the conference report.

I repeat when I state that I contended earnestly for the
Senate bill. I believed it to be a better bill and a more just
measure than the House bill or the one which had been re-
ported to both Houses. As I have stated, the bill agreed upon,
though imperfect I know, and as much as I should desire, is
better and fairer than the House bill, and I therefore felt
warranted in waiving my objections to the report in its pres-
ent form.

I appreciate the fact that scarcely any measure—certainly
no measure of great importance—which has been the subject
of consideration by both branches of Congress is free from
objections and will command the approval of conferees
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representing the House and the Senate. On important and
indeed vital questions it is not expected that conferees of both
branches of Congress will be in agreement upon all provisions;
and it is obvious that conferees will have differences of opin-
ion with respect to many provisions of important legislation.

The revenue measure before us was the subject of study by
the Treasury Department and its experts. Undoubtedly there
were differences of opinion among the representatives of the
Treasury Department. The Committee on Ways and Means
of the House contains many men of great ability. Some of
them have been members of the committee for many years,
and all of them have been students of plans for the raising of
revenue to meet the expenses of the Federal Government.
It is to be expected that in their studies their views upon tax
measures and tax policies would not be entirely harmonious.
After hearings were conducted by the Committee on Ways and
Means, the members formulated a tax bill which received ap-
proval at the hands of the House of Representatives. Upon
the bill being received by the Senate it was referred to the
Committee on Finance, and that committee devoted itself for
some time to a study of the House bill and to a consideration
of the questions pertinent to the issues involved and to the
consideration of the lestimony submitted by a large number
of persons from various walks of life. There was considerable
criticism by witnesses and by various segments of the public
of the House bill; and the Senate hearings, in my opinion,
justified much of the criticism and warranted the Committee
on Finance in insisting upon important modifications of the
House bill and important changes in some of its provisions.

I know that the members of the Committee on Finance
addressed themselves in a patriotic way to the discharge of
the duty resting upon them. They were anxious to agree
upon a sound and just tax measure and to that end were
willing to modify in many respects the views which indi-
vidually, if not collectively, they entertained.

There is no exact science of taxation, and differences of
opinion are bound to arise when measures are being devised
to raise revenue. Taxes mean that the heavy hand of the
Government will be laid upon individuals and upon their
property, and all tax measures will contain provisions that
are not entirely just and which do not bear equally upon all
individuals and classes.

With an industrial and economic system such as that pre-
vailing in the United States, many complicated and difficult
situations arise which have to be met in the formulation of
revenue measures.
of government; the States and their political subdivisions
have to meet heavy burdens and provide revenues for their
growing and expanding needs. The Federal Government
reaches out its powerful hands and makes heavy exactions
upon States and their political subdivisions and their citizens.

Notwithstanding these heavy burdens deficits, Federal and
State, are increasing, and it is certain that though taxes may
and will be increased, deficits will likewise increase and reach
mountainous, if not dangerous heights. There are some per-
sons who seem quite indifferent to the exactions which are
made under the guise of taxation. There are some who would
loock with concern upon tax levies which would destroy private
capital and pave the way to State socialism.

Undoubtedly Federal expenditures will increase, and this
will call for heavier taxes. Congress has passed two tax bills
during this year and the one under consideration will add at
least a billion dollars more to the burdens of the people.
Only a few weeks ago Congress increased the taxes imposed
upon the people, but it is evident that the billion dollars which
will be provided by the pending measure will be wholly in-
adequate to meet the needs and pressing demands of the
Federal Government for additional revenue.

I might add that I was not in favor of enacting a tax bill at
this time. I knew that the next session of Congress, which
will meet in January, will have the duty resting upon it to
enact a tax measure which will call for not alone one billion,
but many billions of dollars, because of the enormous expendi-
tures which are being made by the Federal Government.
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It seemed to me that the wise and proper course to pursue
was to enact a law dealing with amortization alone.

The administration, including the National Defense Council,
called attention to the fact that the defense program was
being delayed because no provisions were heing made for the
amortization of facilities required in the execution of the
national-defense program.

Many individuals and corporations were ready to enter into
contracts for the production of military and naval supplies,
but until reasonable provisions were made for amortization of
facilities which were required, they hesitated to enter into
contracts which might result in heavy liabilities.

As indicated, in view of the fact that within a few weeks—
or, at least, a few months—Congress would be called upon to
enact another tax bill—one which, as I have stated, will call
for billions of dollars of revenue—it seemed unwise to attempt
to enact a tax bill during the closing days of this session.
It is obvious that when Congress frames a new tax bill within
the next few months, it will be called upon to invade fields
covered by the bill under consideration. Many of its provi-
sions will be modified. Undoubtedly some will be repealed,
and the work of this session, so far as that work is represented
in the bill under consideration, will be largely nugatory. If
we had passed an amortization bill several weeks ago, un-
doubtedly the work of national defense would have been fur-
ther advanced, and, as I have stated, no little part of the
framework of the bill before us will be undermined, if not
wholly destroyed. So I have felt that we were engaged in a
work of futility aside from the provision of the pending meas-
ure which deals with amortization.

In the consideration of a revenue measure when Congress
meets in January, all revenue measures then in force will
have to be considered; their provisions examined; and, as I
have stated, subjected to material changes and, in many
respects, to complete destruction.

A comprehensive and far-reaching tax bill, such as will be
required when Congress again meets, of necessity will cover
fields which have been invaded by revenue laws; and, as I
have stated—and I am repeating—such laws will be changed
and modified and many of them absolutely repealed. The
tax measures now on the statute books, burdensome as many
of them are, will prove wholly inadequate to meet the increas-
ing demands of the Federal Government. With increasing
expenditures and mounting deficits, obviously heavier burdens
must be laid upon the people and every avenue explored for
the purpose of finding and obtaining additional revenues.
Only a few years ago the Federal expenditures were less than
$1,000,000,000. We know that the appropriations for the next
fiscal year will, perhaps, exceed $20,000,000,000, and the tax
burdens placed upon-the people may reach the stupendous
sum of $12,000,000,000. Indeed, it is impossible to determine,
in view of the confused condition of the world, what our Gov-
ernment will be compelled to expend in order to meet the
heavy responsibility which will rest upon it. Notwithstand-
ing billions of taxes will be collected £ 1d expended, there will
be deficits aggregating many billions of dollars. It is a serious
condition confronting the American people, and in order to
meet that condition there must be a united purpose, a high
degree of patriotism, and an unflinching determination that
this Republic shall carry high the standard of liberty and
justice.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I desire to say a very few
words about the conference report, because there are some
very important principles in it to which I wish to direct a very
brief observation.

I have been interested in looking at the newspaper com-
ments throughout the country on the bill. So far as I have
been able to find them since the conference report was made,
they are generally summarized in one or two editorials from
which I wish to quote briefly. Practically all the newspapers
of the United States—at least all the respectable publica-
tions—recognize that there is a certain unsoundness in this
tax bill. In order that the record may be kept perfectly
straight, I wish to put into the REcorp a brief statement
from the Baltimore Sun which covers the point. -
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Speaking of the conference report, the Baltimore Sun has
this to say:

One of these objections touched the basic provisions for deciding
when profit excessive. There are two obvious methods for
making such a decision. Profits which exceed earnings made in
average and normal years may be called excessive. Or profits which
exceed a certain percentage of return on invested capital may be
called excessive. Equity required that taxpayers have a free choice
between the two methods. The House bill allowed a choice but,
under Treasury pressure in behalf of the invested-capital method,
it penalized corporations using the other method.

They were to be taxed on excess profits not merely at higher rates,
but a special tax of 4.1 percent was to be imposed on their normal
incomes.

The conferees have now agreed to strike away the penalty tax on
normal income where corporations chose the average earnings base.
The discriminatory rates are also stricken away. But a free choice
between the two methods is still not offered. For the conferees
propose to credit corporations using average earnings as a base, not
with 100 percent of those earnings against excess-profits taxation,
but with only 85 percent. Five percent of earnings agreed to be
perfectly normal, in brief, will be taxed as excess profits,

Again, the aspect of excess profits which ought to be taxed is
clearly their excessiveness, But the bill which passed the House
taxed excess profit in accordance with mere do volume. It is
clear that a large corporation may make an excess profit large in
dollar volume, but exceeding allowable normal earnings by only a
slight margin. On the other hand, a company with a profit small
in dollar volume may actually be exceeding its allowable normal
earnings by a very wide margin. The Senate accepted, from the
floor, an amendment which brought margin of excess into the
picture as a measure of the tax. The conferees have dropped this
provision. The bill as it stands, then, is a tax not on the excessive-
ness of profits, but on mere bigness of excess profits, a different
thing.

That, Mr. President, is quoted from the Baltimore Sun of
October 1. The New York Times has substantially the same
comment to make upon the conference report. I quote from
the New York Times of the current date, October 1, 1940:

The compromise removes the penalties of the House bill on cor-
porations choosing the prearmament “average earnings” basis for
taxation—which ought to be the primary basis of an excess-profits
tax—at the same time as it retains the much fairer allowance of
an 8 percent “normal” profit on invested capital as provided in the
Benate bill. Yet the new bill also retains many quite unnecessary
complications. One of these is the graduated scale of taxation based
on the absolute amount of “ex " earnings. As applled to cor-
porations this is a mere tax on bigness which penalizes mass pro-
duction methods but bears only a capricious relationship to the
individual incomes on which it must ultimately fall.

A needless complication is introduced in the bill when it taxes
everything above 95 percent of pre-1940 income, instead of merely
taxing the excess above the whole of such income. This is doubt-
less a compromise granted to the House as a return for its abandon-
ment of other penalties on corporations choosing 1936-39 earnings.
But its effect is to tax as “excess” earnings which might, in fact, be
somewhat smaller than before the armament program.

Mr, President, I will not read further from the press of
today, but substantially, throughout the country, those are
the comments.

I wish to make my own record perfectly clear. There is
no possible justification in an excess profits tax bill for tax-
ing earnings which are purely normal; but we were compelled
te agree to reduce the normal earnings in the period not
fairly representative of corporate earnings in this country
by 5 percent in order to effect an agreement with the House
conferees. For that reason, and for that reason only, I
agreed to this particular provision of the bill.

Furthermore, Mr. President, on this floor I offered the
amendment which is commented upon in these editorials and
in nearly all other editorials, which would have imposed the
excess-profits tax not upon brackets arranged according to
the mere dollar income of a corporation, but upon the proper
relationship between the earnings and profits and the excess-
profits credit. That has been pronounced sound by every
reasonable commentator who has commented upon this bill.
That, I thought, was one of the most important provisions of
the bill. It is one of the provisions for which I fought hard-
est and longest in conference, as my colleagues will attest.

‘While I have agreed to the report upon the basis that there
must be agreement in order to obtain a report, I want my
record to be perfectly clear, that this arrangement of the
excess profits upon a mere dollar-bracket basis, is one of the
most unsound, one of the most inequitable, and one of the
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leads me to that belief. Of course, I would not speak for
him otherwise.

Mr. BROWN. My understanding was that he did agree.

Mr. GEORGE. I think he did.

Mr, KING. Mr. President, I am very glad the Senator
from Michigan brought to the attention of the Senate the
matter now under discussion.

I share the views expressed by my colleague the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. GeorGel. If there should be any dubiety
upon the part of the representatives of the Treasury in the
interpretation of the provision, I am sure the statements
made by conferees as to their interpretation would be con-
sidered as part of the res gestae, and would influence the
representatives of the Treasury in arriving at an interpreta-
tion of the provision; and that is one reason why, among
others, I finally yielded instead of contending to the end for
the amendment offered by the Senator from Georgia. It was
a just and fair amendment, and ought to have been adopted,
but with the provisions now in the bill, together with the
statement just made, I think the Treasury Department will
place upon the provision referred to the interpretation which
has just been indicated.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, just a final word with refer-
ence to an amendment adopted by the Senate which was spe-
cifically omitted in the conference; that is to say, an amend-
ment dealing with the awards of the German-American
Mixed Claims Commission, and exempting those awards from
the excess profits tax provisions of the bill.

I had the honor to offer that amendment in the Senate, at
the request of some Senators who necessarily had to be
absent. We were assured—and I think beyond all doubt it is
a correct statement—that section 721 (a) (1) of the hill as
reported by the conference committee clearly covered the case
in hand, and that these awards, when paid and to the extent
that they do no include current interest, should not and
would not be subject to the excess-profits tax. I take it from
the discussion which was had in conference, and the report
which has been submitted, that it is important now to note
that all such payments made upon these awards—specifically,
the German-American awards—except for interest accruing
during the taxable year 1940 or thereafter, will be exempt
from the excess-profits tax.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I very greatly regret that

the House conferees refused to agree to the war profits tax
amendment which I had the honor to offer and which the
Senate adopted on this bill, and which it adopted as an
amendment to the last tax bill, the Revenue Act of 1940.
I cannot, of course, know the motives which actuated the
House conferees; but I assume, of course, that they were
proper: I make no reflection upon the House conferees; but
I urge upon Senators and upon the country that they impress
upon the Members of the House the importance of enacting
legislation of this character in advance of a state of war,
rather than waiting until after the country is involved in
war, perhaps—I hope not; I pray God we do not have a war—
to adopt a taxing system.

In the first place, such a system can be considered more
deliberately and more carefully and more cautiously in time
of peace. We have a better picture of the whole field of
taxation than if we wait until war is upon us and then, in a
great emergency and under great stress, and under whip and
spur, we hastily and probably improvidently adopt a plan of
war taxation which over the long years would not be wise or
not be best for our economy.

Of course the rates carried in the particular amendment
to which I refer are very high; but war is not a normal condi-
tion. War is a state at variance with all normal procedures.
I have an abiding conviction that in time of war, while we
want to preserve as well as we can our industrial and com-
mercial and business activities, every citizen, whether he be
in the armed forces or in the civilian economic structure,
ought to be willing during the existence of the state of war to
give up, either in his personal services or out of his own re-
sources and income, substantially all above a comfortable
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living. So these rates are very highly graduated. I want
the country to know, however, that the present Congress has
already authorized appropriations of something like $15,000,-
000,000 for preparedness and national defense, and those
sums will have to be repaid. In addition, during the past sev-
eral years we have accumulated a tremendous deficit in time

of peace in the form of the national debt. That debt will

have to be paid. We might as well make up our minds now
that beginning in January it will become the duty of the
Congress to revamp and revise the entire tax structure in
order to raise what we would ordinarily regard as staggering
sums for the purpose of meeting the national needs.

Much of the ground which has been plowed over by the
Finance Committee in the present bill will have to be reviewed
in January. Much of what transpired in the last revenue
bill will have to be reharrowed and replowed and recombed
for sources of revenue. I think we ought to let the country
know that that is the case. If we do not let them know, we
shall lull the country into the belief that this apparently
inexhaustible supply of money which comes purely from loans
and not from taxation will continue. It will not continue.
We all know that after a while the springs will dry up. I
hope the Members of the House of Representatives will come
back here in January with a resolve to be willing to survey the
whole field of taxation and impose much heavier rates.

The truth of the matter is that in this period of emergency,
so far as income and outgo are concerned, we are in a state
practically comparable to a state of war. We are spending
vast sums and supposedly having profits. So far as I am con-
cerned, I believe that even the rates carried in this war-profits
tax amendment, if put into effect now, during this period of
emergency, would have a great effect upon the economy of
the country. They would tend to stabilize it. They would
tend to arrest any movement toward inflation. They would
tend to put the brakes on any inordinate profits on the part of
those who are manufacturing war materials, or those who
have negotiated or may negotiate contracts with the
Government.

I regret very deeply, Mr. President, that the House of
Representatives, through its conferees, has a second time
rejected the war profits tax amendment. That amendment
by its specific terms would become effective only upon a
declaration of war by the Congress, and by the declaration in
a congressional pronouncement of a state of emergency,
hedged about with all necessary safeguards protecting the
authority and the power of the Congress itself. I repeat, it
is a very great disappointment.

The Senate has performed its duty with respect to this
matter. The Senate Finance Committee, through a sub-
committee, spent many weary months in exhaustive hear-
ings, in laborious sessions, and in consultation with experts,
in the preparation of the bill. It is not a wildly conceived,
visionary plan of confiscation; it is a carefully studied and
a carefully implemented plan, of heavy taxation, it is true,
but so drawn as to spread the burden in a way which would
make the ability to pay the real test, and yet would leave in
everyone'’s possession and enjoyment a sufficient income to
meet the necessities of the period and of the times.

Mr. President, we shall not despair, but the Senate I am
sure will continue to insist, upon every legitimate occasion,
that we should look into the future, or just a little farther
than our footsteps might-lead us, and prepare for that par-
ticular period when, if we should become engulfed in war,
automatically this form of taxation would come into effect,
and as a result we would have the vast increase of our
national income and a slowing down of the accumulation of
vast profits as a resulf of the country’s misfortune in being
plunged into war. X

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, inasmuch as there
apparently will be no roll call on the conference report, 1
wish to make it plain for the REcorp that my view has
not changed respecting the bill. I found it impossible to
accept membership on the conference committee because I
was so completely out of sympathy and out of harmony with
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the Senate’s version, and since the conference version in-
evitably had to be less palatable than the Senate version, in
fairness to the chairman of the Senate conferees I was
unable to be a party to the crime.

I still think this bill is an imponderable mess, which is being

perpetrated upon the peor American businessman at a time
when he should be allowed a slight modicum of freedom to
attend to his own business in behalf of a healthy public econ-
omy.
I think it is a tax atrocity in many of its features. It is not
an excess profits tax law in any adequate or legitimate sense
of the word, because it merely uses the pious excuse of an
excess-profits tax to reach into normal taxes and penalize the
taxpayer.

It certainly is not a war-profits tax, which probably two-
thirds of the country thinks it is, because it does not even
remotely reach into the area which is going to prevent the so-
called war millionaire, and the extraordinary war profits,
which the able Senator from Texas has been most appropri-
ately discussing.

Mr, CONNALLY. Mr. President, the Senator from Michi-
gan was favorable to the war-profits amendment, was he not?

Mr. VANDENBERG. Oh, yes; and I am about to say some-
thing further about it.

The bill not only fails to justify an excess profits tax defi-
nition, it not enly fails to justify war profits tax definition,
but it is not even a revenue bill within the reasonable defini-
tion of that term, in the presence of the Government’s present
fiscal needs. Again I agree with the able Senator from Texas
when he insists that the responsibility of the Congress should
be to face the fiscal realities, and do something measurable
to meet them.

This is the second extraordinary revenue bill we have had
this year. The two of them put together in this particular
year will not produce over a billion dellars, in all probability.
Yet, this year’s deficit is already $10,000,000,000, and it is
perfectly obvicus, as the Senator from Texas has said, and as
every Senator knows, that there has to be a realistic, funda-
mental, basic reorganization of the entire tax structure of
the country, and there has to be courage enough to lay the
heavy hand of Government upon sufficient revenue to approx-
imately balance a portion of our books, at least, or we shall
lose the first line of national defense, which is the protection
of a solvent public credit.

So, Mr. President, without any criticism of the Senate con-
ferees, because they have done the best they could with an
impossible task—their possibility of operation was entirely
bounded by the infirmities of the original measure—I continue
to feel that in the present critical emergency the bill is a
positively pathetic travesty upon the proper approach to the
steps necessary to the maintenance of public credit. I think
it fails completely to justify the theory or principle of a real
excess-profits tax. I think it fails completely even to ap-
proach the rim of an assault upon so~called war millionaires.
Since the conference report leaves very little I could ap-
prove, I wish to make it plain that I still think the bill is an
imponderable mess, and I still think it is & tax atrocity.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, T merely wish to express
a word of regret that the Senate conferees were compelled
to yield on a small and relatively unimportant amendment
which I offered, and which was adopted by the Senate. Un-
der the bill as it was passed by the House, and as it was e~
ported by the Senate committee, corporations which lose
money because they have purchased bonds are allowed cer-
tain credits with respect to the fixing of the average earn-
ings over the base pericd. The amendment which I offered
provided the same privilege where & parent corperation made
g loan to a subsidiary, and lost it entirely, not by a bond
issue, but by accepting s promissory note.,

The Treasury experts apparently objected to that, and
therefore it went out. I do not know what objection there
was. If did not affect very many people, it did not affect
very much in the way of revenue to the Government, but it
seemed to me to be a measure of justice to business institu-
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tions which made loans to corporations which they owned,
where they lost money through bankruptcy or other pro-
ceedings.

I appreciate the efforts made by the Senate conferees to
retain the amendment, and I hope that when we have before
us another tax bill; we may be able to give more considera-
tion to that relatively small guestion.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree-
ing to the conference report.

The report was agreed to.

EXTENSION OF OIL AND GAS PROSPECTING PERMITS

Mr, BARKLEY. Mr. President, yesterday on the call of the
calendar the Senate passed Calendar No. 2207, House bill 8448,
to provide for the extension of certain oil and gas prospecting
permits. A similar Senate bill (8. 8172) was postponed in-
definitely.

‘When the bill was called I overlooked that I had received a
letter some 2 weeks ago from the Secretary of the Interior
calling attention to the fact that this same extension was
granted 3 years ago, and that the President at that time an-
nounced that he would not approve any further extension of
the same leases. I did not object to the consideration of the
bill at the time it was reached on the calendar because I had
overlooked the objection of the Interior Department.

I ask unanimous consent that the vote by which the bill was
passed be reconsidered, and that the bill be restored to the
calendar.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. BAREKLEY. I ask also that the action postponing
indefinitely Senate bill 3172 be reconsidered.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

LABELING OF WOOL PRODUCTS; TRUTH-IN-FABRIC CONFERENCE
REPORT

The Senate resumed the consideration of the report of the
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the House to the bill (S. 162) to
protect producers, manufacturers, distributors, and consumers
from the unrevealed presence of substitutes and mixtures in
spun, woven, knitted, felted, or otherwise manufactured wool
products, and for other purposes.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, as I under-
stand, the so-called truth-in-fabric conference report regains
its place before the Senate as the unfinished business,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The conference report was
laid aside only by unanimous consent for the consideration of
the conference report on the tax bill. It is the unfinished
business, and will continue so until the time of adjournment
Or recess.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, before a con-
sent agreement was presented for the consideration of the
tax-bill conference report, the senior Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. WaLsH] asked me whether in my opinion the
truth-in-fabric bill, if enacted into law, would not favor for-
eign manufacturers over domestic manufacturers. My an-
swer is, emphatically, “Yes.”

It is conceded by those who have made a study of the
proposed legislation that it is impossible to tell by examin-
ing a piece of cloth whether or not the cloth is made from
so-called virgin woel or a mixture of so-called virgin wool
and reprocessed wool.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ok-
lahoma yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, last night the
junior Senator from Florida sought the floor, and because
of conditions over which he had no control, and over which
no one else had control, he did not get the floor. I promised
at that time to yield the floor at any time he desired to
address the Senate, and I now yield for that purpose.

Mr. PEPPER obtained the floor.

Mr, SCHWARTZ. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Florida yield to the Senator from Wyoming?
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Mr. SCHWARTZ.
quiry.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Florida yield for that purpose?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. I wish to know whether, if the Senator
from Oklahoma yields for other than a question, he sur-
renders the floor and concludes his speech for the day.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr, President, I should like to say that
if such would be the effect of the generous action of the
Senator from Oklahoma, I would feel constrained not to
accept the benefit of his generosity. Unless he intentionally
yields the floor, I do not desire to cause him to lose the
floor.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr, President, I am advised
that I have the privilege of speaking twice on any day upon
any subject.
HarrisoN] in order that the conference report on the tax
measure could be brought up. I have not yielded at this
moment for any other purpose save to permit the Senator
from Florida to speak. If it is held that by yielding I should
lose the floor, I should not yield, but continue my remarks.
I am only too glad to yield if later I may be recognized by
the Chair and may resume the floor.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is not advised
as to whether or not the Senator has spoken once before to-
day. He is entitled to make two speeches on the same day.
If he yields the floor now and takes the floor again, it will
be his second speech.

If a point of order is made as to a third speech, the Chair
will have to rule that the point of order is well taken. The
Chair cannot determine these matters until the point of
order is made by some Senator and the facts are presented
to the Chair.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. A parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will state it.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Does the Chair hold that the
Senator from Oklahoma has already spoken once on this
day?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If the Senator yielded by
unanimous consent for the consideration of the conference
report on the tax bill, he will not be considered as having
vielded the floor under the Senate rules.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I now ask unanimous con-
sent that I may yield the floor to the Senator from Florida
on condition that I may not lose the floor and that I may
proceed with my remarks on the conclusion of the remarks
of the Senator from Florida.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection?

Mr. O'MAHONEY and Mr. SCHWARTZ objected.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Then I yield the floor, Mr.
President, to the Senator from Florida. *

THE PACT AMONG GERMANY, ITALY, AND JAPAN

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, in the last few days the
world has seen another challenge by the dictatorships to the
democracies of the earth. This is simply another chapter
in the long story which for the past few years has been sadly
written before the eyes of mankind. This book started, so
far as recent history is concerned, in the case of one of those
governments signatory to the Three Power Pact, with its as-
sault upon the independent character of China, under the
pretense that it had to attack that country for its own de-
fense.

In spite of the fact that there is no other country in the
world which has borne for centuries the pacific reputation
which the Chinese people have borne, the aggressions of this
counfry, Japan, were directed against this peaceful country
of China, as the world later learned, for no purpose except
to aggrandize itself, out of the great wealth of that peaceful
people. That policy on the part of the Japanese Govern-
ment found expression a little bit later in making a*definite
assault upon the main body of that nation, when its cities
were plundered, its people were enslaved, its women were
ravished, and its wealth appropriated to satisfy the appetite
of this oriental conqueror.

I desire to make a parliamentary in-

Does the Senator from
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It soon became apparent that its appetite was not even sat-
isfied by this huge morsel of China, but that it extended
its gaze to the south and locked upon territory that be-
lenged to what were then considered impregnable nations of
the West. We have found it turning its lustful eyes first
upon a French island, and later upon territory of a France
now lying prostrate under the foot of another ruthless con-
gueror,

Finally with that appetite growing upon what it had fed,
we find that same unsatisfied lust turning itself even farther
to the south to gobble up the relatively unprotected area
formerly belonging to a land which now itself is a slave to
another master.

So that country, starting out upon the pretense that it
was necessary to defend itself, has now made the open dec-
laration to the world that it is interested in one thing, loot,
and it has one purpose, conquest of all that may be brought
within its sway. That is one power to this pact which was en-
acted with the usual ceremonial before these conquerors in
the city of Berlin last week.

Another nation which was signatory to that pact, the Italian
Nation, gave to the world its first modern exhibition of the
totalitarian state. As early as the early twenties it established
itself by the famous march upon the capital of the Ifalian
Empire, and proceeded thereafter to destroy first the integ-
rity of its own country by bringing its people to slavery, by
persecuting them with cruel punishment, by suppressing all
evidence of freedom, and molding the will of a noble people to
the dictates of a ruthless conqueror. So, the first conquest
in that march was of its own people, as has been the unhappy
experience of every people who came within the sway of that
form of modern state.

Now, a little while later we see that same state, which at
first had no declared purpose except its own integrity and
safety, not satisfied with what it had at home, and what it
might gain legitimately from exchange of goods and services
with its neighbors and the world—we find that government
turning a lustful eye upon a simple people living far to the
South, which had an ancient and an honorable past, which
certainly threatened no other people, not indeed the Italian
people, with any form of aggression imaginable to the mind
of man.

Here again this nation found it necessary to enhance its
prestige and to give expression to what it considered its legiti-
mate national interest by offending the conscience of man-
kind and turning the mighty power of an enlightened nation
upon the ignorance and, in some instances, the savagery of
an unenlightened people helpless against the attacks of
modern war and modern machines.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield to me before he gets too far away from the subject of
the situation in the Pacific? I wonder if he would mind if
I make some remarks in reference to it?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I wish to start out—and I say
this with no spirit of criticism at all—I wish to start out
by congratulating the Senator from Florida in finally having
joined with those of us in the Senate who for some years
have recognized the seriousness of the situation in the
Pacific. It was in January 1937 that I first introduced a
joint resolution in this body which provided for an embargo
against the shipment of scrap iron and scrap steel. If that
joint resolution had been adopted in 1937, I am confident
that Japan would never have continued on in China in
August 1937,

After Japan took its position and attempted to take China
proper, I introduced into this body a joint resolution based
purely upon the obligation which we had as a signatory to
the nine-power agreement, which would have enabled our
Government to have stopped Japan at that time; and the
present Presiding Officer, the President pro tempore of the
Senate, the chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee of
the Senate [Mr. PITTMAN], introduced a similar joint resolu-
tion. The philosophy of our two joint resolutions was a little
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different, but there was never any disagreement between us
as to the purpose of those joint resolutions.

Now we find, after 3 years, when we either knew or should
have known what the situation was to be in the Far East, that
we are told we must do something, or else. I simply wish to
express my regrets that the Congress of the United States
has not seen fit to take the very simple step which was sug-
gested by us, a step which could not be honestly complained
of by any nation in the world, because it was a step which
was based upon a responsibility and an obligation which we
had under a solemn treaty into which we had entered; and if
we had recognized our responsibility under that treaty at
any time during the last 3 years we would not today be con-
fronted with the situation that confronts us so far as Japan
and the Far East is concerned.

We are now faced with a situation where, having delayed,
having lagged behind in our responsibility for a period of 3
years, any step we might take might be fraught with great
danger; and I wish respectfully to suggest that the steps that
we take in the Pacific be based upon the same grounds as have
been suggested by the Senator from Nevada and by me during
these last few years—that they be based upon our responsi-
bility as signatories under the nine-power pact.

So long as we take a position which has as its basis a
definite commitment which was made many years ago, a
commitment which we made during time of peace, a commit-
ment which was made because we wanted certain things to be
done in the Far East, if we carry out that commitment, no
matter what may be the results, I am sure the people of the
country will stand behind the administration and the Con-
gress in carrying it out. I am only sorry that we must have
all the things which have happened during the past week in
order to bring forcibly to the attention of the country the
situation in the Far East. In every poll which has been
taken the people of the country, to the extent of from 60 to
80 percent, have indicated their desire that we carry out
the provisions of the Nine Power Agreement and that we
stop our policy of violating our obligations under the Nine
Power Agreement. But it is unfortunate that the Three
Power Agreement of last week was required to bring the
matter foreibly to our attention.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I am very much indebted to
the able Senator from Washington for the valuable contribu-
tion he has made to the subject. The Senator is undoubt-
edly deserving of the thanks of the country for the enlight-
ened leadership which he has afforded in the effort which he
has just described. The difficult thing is for us, now looking
back upon what has happened—and particularly what has
not happened—to explain why we did not do what the Sen-
ator sugegested. r

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr, President, will the Senator
further yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I am only sorry that I did not
furnish leadership. I am only sorry that my voice was a
voiee in the wilderness, to which nobody paid any attention;
because had the resolutions which I introduced, or the resolu-
tion which the Senator from Nevada introduced, been adopted
by the Congress of the United States, we should not today be
confronted with the serious problem which now confronts us.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the situation which the Sen-
ator describes is not at all attributable to lack of leadership
on the part of the able Senator from Washington. It is
rather attributable to that strange psychological phenome-
non, the moral and spiritual apathy of the peoples as a whole
constituting the democracies of the world. It was not only
the people of the United States who expressed that apathy.
It was the major nations of the world. I go further and sup-
plement what the able Senator from Washington has said
by stating that had the nations of the world interested in
peace, law, and orders, and something like international
decency, acted when Japan entered into Manchukuo upon a
policy of willful aggression and unjustifiable conquest, per-
haps there would not have been a World War, taking boys
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from American homes to the training camps of America in
the year 1940.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. HOLT. Will not the Senator agree with me that the
country which sabotaged the Nine Power Pact was Great
Britain? Was it not Great Britain which said to the United
States, “Do not bother about Manchukuo”?

Mr. PEPPER. I will say to the Senator that undoubtedly
Great Britain had a large share of the responsibility for what
was done. It has always been assumed that the newspaper
reports and the common understanding of the facts are true,

-that Secretary Stimson appealed to the British Government

to cooperate with the American Government in taking some
steps to prohibit the aggressions of the Japanese in Man-
chukuo.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield? .

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I think that our attitude in
reference to Great Britain and the Far East must necessarily
be the same attitude which I find myself compelled to take
so far as the Senator from Florida is concerned. It was
not more than a couple of months ago that I interrupted the
Senator from Florida in a speech which he was making, and
asked him a question about the speech. He turned to me
and said that I was very belligerent—I think I am quoting
him accurately—so far as Japan was concerned, but that I
was not belligerent so far as Germany was concerned. I took
great care at that time to explain that neither he nor any-
one else could find in any speech I had ever made, or anything
I had ever written, any belligerency toward Japan. I have
always consistently taken the position that our course was
outlined for us when we signed the Nine Power Agreement,
and that I did not need to be belligerent toward Japan in
insisting that we should comply with the provisions of that
agreement. The Senator from Florida did not agree with me
then. In the same way, in 1931, Sir John Simon did not agree
with our then Secretary of State, Mr. Stimson. I cannot find
it in my heart to be critical of the Senator from Florida, now
that he has seen the light and joined with me in my position;
and I do not think that we as a nation should be critical
of Great Britain because of the fact that at long last she has
seen the light and has recognized the dangers involved in
the situation in the Far East.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. President, will the Senator from Florida
yield to me so that I may ask the Senator from Washington
a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ErLenpEr in the chair).
Does the Senator from Florida yield to the Senator from
West Virginia?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. HOLT. It is not because of the fact that Great Britain
has seen the light. It is because of the fact that Great
Britain’s self-interest is at stake.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. After all, in international rela-
tions there is the responsibility of self-interest upon the
part of every Nation. We certainly have a very definite re-
sponsibility of selfish interest. For 3 years I have been out-
lining our responsibility under the Nine Power Agreement.
I have been outlining it as a course, on the basis that it was
to our selfish interest to insist upon the integrity of inter-
national contracts. Hardly anybody has agreed with me.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. President, will the Senator from Florida
yield? He is always very generous, and I do not mean to
impose on his time.

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr, HOLT, My point is this: We have heard that this is
an unselfish act. T agree with the Senator from Washington
that all nations must be selfish. Frankly, I feel that we are
not selfish enough. I feel that we have tried to pull too
many chestnuts out of the fire for too many countries, at
the expense of American boys. I have no objection to what
Great Britain has done; but I do object to Great Britain
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pushing American boys to the front to do battle for her. I
thank the Senator from Florida.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, if the Senator
will further yield, I cannot agree with the last statement.
We are now talking about the situation in the Far East.
On Armistice Day, 1921, there was called by Mr. Hughes, the
then Secretary of State, now Chief Justice of the United
States, what was known as the Washington Conference. The
war was over. There was a very definite desire upon the
part of our Government to decrease the expenditures for the
Navy. After the Treaty of Versailles had been concluded
the people of China were very much outraged at the fact
that Japan, which had merely rendered lip service in the
war, was not only given rights outside of China, not only
given the right to take over all the German possessions in
the Far East, but was given certain rights in China. China
declared war against the Imperial German Government at
the specific request of the President of the United States.
She declared war because of the fact that through the years
she had had such a friendly relationship for the United States.
She did not render very great service, but she rendered about
as much service as did Japan. Yet when the Treaty of Ver-
sailles was written all the advantages in the Far East were
given to Japan, including, as I say, certain advantages in
China itself. So the Chinese people declared a boycott cn
the use of Japanese goods.

The meeting in Washington had many purposes. One of
the important purposes was a naval agreement. We were
anxious to enter into an agreement with Great Britain and
Japan on a 5-5-3 basis. Japan was very anxious to have
the boycott, which was destructive so far as Japanese trade
was concerned, lifted, because Japan was then much more
dependent upon her trade in China than she is at the present
time. So the Japanese said to us, “If you can persuade your
friends the Chinese to call off their boycott, we will agree to
a naval reduction program.” We did so. China said, “We
have just about succeeded in our boycott, and we want some-
thing in consideration for giving it up.” So the Nine Power
Pact was written, under the terms of which nine of the great
nations of the world agreed to respect the territorial and ad-
ministrative integrity of China. We were paid for it. We
wanted naval reduction. Japan was paid for it. She wanted
an abolition or abandonment of the boycott. China obtained
the Nine Power Agreement.

I have consistently taken the position that we owed a re-
sponsibility under that agreement, since we knew that Japan
was attempting to destroy the territorial and administrative
integrity of China. We owed the very definite responsibility
not to furnish about 80 percent of the war materials which
Japan was using for that purpose. With relation to the Far
East I cannot agree with the Senator from West Virginia that
we are simply pulling somebody’s chestnuts out of the fire.
We made a contract. I have taken the position that we should
keep that contract by telling our people who produce and ship
scrap steel, scrap iron, and gasoline, “You may not ship those
things in violation of an agreement which your Government
has made.”

There is no nation in the world that could possibly object
to our taking such a position. It is not for the purpose of
protecting Great Britain; it is merely for the purpose of try-
ing to be honest in international affairs.

I think no one can deny that the break-down, insofar as
international affairs are concerned, has come because many
nations of the world have refused to recognize their treaty
obligations. We have always tried to take the position of in-
sisting upon treaty obligations, and when one nation, in viola-
tion of a treaty, took over another nation, we said “We will
not recognize that acquisition of territory.” It was not merely
because it was acquired by aggression; it was because it was
acquired in violation of all the rules which we have felt were
right so far as international affairs were concerned. We can-
not consistently defend our position, having supplied the mili-
tary equipment and munitions to Japan in order that Japan
might use them to destroy the territorial and administrative
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integrity of China, without recognizing that we ourselves have
been most derelict in our duty so far as treaty obligations are
concerned.

Mr, HOLT. Mr. President, I do not want to impose upon
the Senator from Florida

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Flor-
ida yield to the Senator from West Virginia?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. HOLT. I repeat, I do not wish to impose on the Sen-
ator from Florida, for he is always a gentleman, and I
appreciate his courtesy, although we frequently disagree;
but the Senator from Washington spoke about treaty obliga-
tions. The Senator from Washington knows that the United
States has had a high reputation for keeping its treaty obli-
gations in international law, but a few weeks ago the United
States Government broke its own treaty when it allowed the
transfer of destroyers, because in doing so it violated a
solemn pact which it signed at the Hague Conference. So
we ourselves are not entirely clear. I thank the Senator from
Florida and do not desire to take any more of his time.

Mr. PEPPER. I am grateful to the able Senators for their
valuable contributions in the discussion of this subject.

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. MINTON. I ask the Senator if it would be a violation
of the Hague Pact, since Great Britain is not a party to the
Hague Pact?

Mr. PEPPER. The observation of the Senator from In-
diana is pertinent, and even my friend, the able Senator from
West Virginia, knows my sentiments on the question of the
transfer of the destroyers and its justification and legality.

Mr. President, while what I have done individually or
what I have thought individually is not important, there has
never been a time when I have not been ready to vote for the
resolution of the Senator from Washington and the Senator
from Nevada. I think, perhaps, the Senators will recall that
I so indicated to them in the committee, and commended the
Senators for the action they had taken in trying to preserve
something like a lawful and decent world, knowing that the
kind of a world it was determined very definitely the kind of
life this Nation had in it.

I will state further, Mr. President, that three things might
be considered to have influence on the decision of Great
Britain and the United States when the Manchukuo question
arose. I have heard it disputed even by officials of our own
Foreign Service, while at Geneva in 1938, that there was any
such clear proposition as has been supposed, made to the
British Government by this Government. Whether there was
or not, I am not informed, and I have no authority to speak
on the subject at this time. Let us assume there was——

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. If I may interrupt the Senator, I
wish to tell him that there was.

Mr. PEPPER. As I said, let us assume that there was, I can
well understand how any foreign government might have some
little reluctance, without any affirmative action being taken
by the American people or the American Congress, to accept
the action of the executive department as binding on this
Nation to an affirmative policy which might have led actually
to belligerency in a territory so remote from this country as
is the Far East where the Manchukuo incident arose. I am
not saying that that was what actually moved the British
Government in the action it took or did not take, but that is
at least a theoretical possibility.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Flor-
ida yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I do not think anybody who had
studied the situation, so far as Japan is concerned, in the last
10 years could come to any other lcgical conclusion than that
the keeping of the obligations under the Nine Power Agree-
ment by our Government or by the British Government,
would not have led to belligerency. There was not the slight-
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est possibility of such a thing and every authority on the Far
East agreed as to that. Iremember, I think it waslast year, or
perhaps it may have been early in this year, I posed to Admiral
Yarnell, who is probably the best authority on far eastern
matters so far as our official life is concerned, the question
whether or not if we should adopt either the resolution sub-
mitted by the Senator from Nevada or the resolution sub-
mitted by me there was any possibility of getting into war with
Japan, and he answered the question categorically, “No.”

Now, we have reached the point where there is a very def-
inite alinement between Japan and Germany and Italy, and
we are confronted with a question of an enfirely different
nature than that which has confronted us ever since August
1917 as a definite proposition.

If I may make some claim for being a prophet, I prophesied
in January 1937 that, unless we stopped supplying war ma-
terials to Japan, sooner or later she was going to go farther
into China and attempt to take over China in violation of the
Nine Power Agreement. But there is no authority upon the
Far East, no one who knows anything about the Far East,
who has had any doubt during this period of time that if we
had shut off the supply of war materials the Chinese-Japa-
nese War would not have been started in 1937.

Mr. PEFPER. Mr. President, of course, the Senator in
making the prediction to which he has referred was being
moved by principles as old as the race itself and its experi-
ence; that is to say, if we permit one nation to make ag-
gression upon aggression without being checked and without
being restrained, in other words, if the lusts of mankind are
permitted to be satisfied without restraint or remonstrance, of
course, they will be extended and expanded as far as their
reach may go.

The Senator will also agree, I imagine, that if there had
been a concert of the law-abiding and law-observing nations
of the world at any time during the last 20 years in restrict-
ing and restraining these international illegalities, and this
international brigandage which from time to time has reared
its ugly head, it would have been stopped and there never
would have been the chaotic and terrible situation which
faces mankind today. Although there might not have been
actual war, the fear of it or something akin to the fear of it
or some other quality to which I was about to refer, the moral
let-down on the part of the civilized people of the world and
their shrinking from boldness, definiteness, and positiveness
on moral issues has been responsible for not curbing those
activities, however hideous they have appeared.

- Mr, SCHWELLENBACH. Mr, President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr, SCHWELLENBACH. I think the Senator knows
that, so far as Ethiopia was concerned, Mr. Hoar and MTr.
Laval, representing the English and French Governments,
respectively, gave assurance over a pericd of 8 months to
Haile Selassie that they would not permit Italy to attack
Ethiopia, and yet when the time came they presented the so-
called Hoar-Laval agreement to Haile Selassie under which
Italy would get all the best part of Ethiopia and Haile
Selassie and the Ethiopians would get the remainder of it.
Then, after the attack was made upon Ethiopia and the
League of Nations declared the sanctions policy, practically
every nation which was a member of the League of Nations
secretly walked out on the agreements, and the necessary oil,
which Italy had to have in order to carry on the campaign
against Ethiopia, was very speedily supplied.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr, President, I think that the period be-
tween 1920 and 1935, we will say, will be looked upon and
written about by future historians as being one of the ignoble
periods of the world’s history. I spoke of the moral let-down
that occurred in the period subsequent to the World War.
That let-down in morality and appreciation for moral prinei-
ples was not confined to the chancelries of the great powers;
it was not restricted to the statesmen of the world; it actually
reached into private homes, even to the internal, political life
of this great Nation, for it was in the wild twenties that young
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men and young women, and older men and older women lost
the sense of personal moral values.

It was the jitterbug age, when youth seemed to have no
anchor, when older men and women seemed to have no faith
in the security of a world that was good here or anywhere
else. It was a world where life was the so-called wild life. It
was pleasure-seeking and money-grabbing that came to be the
chief incentive of the people of this country, and the distorted
figure of the dollar mark would perhaps have been the most
appropriate symbol to place upon the flag of our dear country
if many of the acts of this country had been expressed in that
unhappy period. Indeed, that was one of the periods in our
national history when corruption entered into the official
life of this Nation, and reached to such high places that it
shocked the conscience of an honorable people. That was in
the same period when the standards of decency were not being
observed by the powers of the earth.

Mr. President, I have spoken of two powers which were
signatories to the Axis pact to which I adverted, and some-
thing of their history during the period from 1920 to 1940.
The third signatory to that pact, Germany—a republic subse-
quent to the World War, hard-pressed economically, stifled
politically and from & military point of view—yearned for law
and order, for the old organization, and the economic com-
fortableness which she had enjoyed prior to the war. So the
people of Germany listened to the siren call of a man named
Hitler, who started out to give the dispairing German people
all the things they had yearned for.

I have seen with my own eyes the scars upon the public
buildings at Munich where bullets were fired in melee and civil
war in that great and ancient city. This man Hitler, promis-
ing security to that disturbed and disordered people, held out
to them alluring hope. He had one great trump card to play,
and that was, “I will throw off of you the shackles of this
hideous Versailles Treaty,” and he told them it was the Ver-
sailles Treaty which was responsible for all their ills. Once
they got rid of that, he told them, upon earth would open
again a beautiful and golden horizon, and life would be lovely,
and comfortable, and profitable, and luxurious, and full of
pride, as it had been, for the great German Nation. He con-
tinued to use that pretext while he rearmed the Rhineland,
and while he remilitarized his country, and while, plank by
plank, and part by part, he tore the Versailles Treaty to
shreds before an apathetic world.

Angd still the great nations signatory to the Versailles Treaty
stood by and did nothing. Why they did nothing only the
psychologists of the future will be able to say. That they did
not is one of the dark spots in the history of the race; but they
did not, because they believed the persuasive assurances that
were given. So step by step went the conquests of this Nation,
still under the pretense of bringing Germans back into the
Reich, of giving Germans their naturally admitted national
rights, of relieving the German people from oppression by
other nations, until finally Germany had spread and spread
and expanded and expanded until it came to be a cruel giant
standing astride of Europe, ready to devour it in its ruthless
career of conquest.

WNow, there is no balance of power in Europe any more.
There is no Europe; but this successor to Charlemagne, who
in 1938 brought the sword and the crown of Charlemagne from
Vienna to Nuremberg and piaced them there for keeping and
exhibition, has Europe under his military heel. Fair France,
beautiful in its traditions and in its spiritual contributions to
the literature and the learning of the world, today is but a
base slave that moves under the scorpion-like lash of a dic-
tator’s whip; and brought within the compass of the same
power are proud Spain and the other territorial areas of
Europe. Not even the Scandinavian or the Low Countries
have escaped.

Now that power knocks at the door of the British nation
itself, seeking to realize an ancient ambition to be able to
destroy that proud island. Now it reaches its strong and
mighty arm across the sea, and tries to bring within its range
every people upon whom its fingers may lay their foul clutch.
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That is the third power which signed the new pact a few
days ago.

I suppose now there is nobody who is deceived by the pre-
tensions of these powers. Whatever may have been the delu-
sions of the trusting and the faithful a little while ago, those
who believed the protestations of this conqueror that he meant
nothing but good and abhorred, above all, evil—I suppose even
the most simple now are assured that the object of that tri-
partite pact was but one, and that was to bring within the
sway of those who signed the pact the people and the property
of the world.

They were determined to make the world over by their
pattern, and to distribute among themselves the obtainable
spoils of the earth.

Mr. President, if one overlooks the character of this move-
ment, if he fails to observe that it is a world-wide revolution,
he misses the whole point about this world disturbance. Mus-
solini has been very valuable as an interpreter of this move-
ment for the rest of the world. When the Italian people
entered the war it was he who gave the one straightforward
and unequivocal declaration of purpose.

He said it was a world revolution. He said the have-not
nations, the poor nations, were going to take the property of
the haves, the rich nations; and one thing at which they
aimed, he specifically said, was the gold of the world. He
said it was a battle of the vigorous and vital new nations
against the decadent and degenerate old nations; that it was
the new states struggling for dominance against the diseased
old states which had held sway in the centuries past. How
reluctant all of us have been to embrace in our minds the full,
terrible significance of those awful statements which the
leaders of mighty states brazenly have been declaring to the
world.

Obviously what these dictators in confederacy assembled
aspire to do is to break down every bit of opposition to their
march of conquest., There are just two great citadels of
democracy which stand in the way of their ruthless progress.
One of them is the brave British people, who for the last few
months, to the glory of their race, have defended their little
island, under the leader of Britain who personifies that cou-
rageous people, Winston Churchill, who has declared to the
world that the British people would fight the invader upon
the beaches, they would fight him in the cellars, they would
fight him in the dungeons or by the hilltops and in the fields.
I believe the first note of fear which has penetrated the
cavernous heart of Hitler was the consciousness that in
Winston Churchill there was a mortal soul which he neither
could intimidate or frighten.

That is the reason Hitler said, “If Churchill becomes a
member of the British Cabinet it means war with England,”
because he knew that that indomitable spirit could not be
crushed by his threats.

So the Germans hoped they might destroy Britain alone,
“divide and destroy” having been their policy, which had
worked out so successfully in the past. But the “blitzkrieg”
did not work on schedule. The Germans expected to erase
the British people from the face of their land by bombings
from the air or paralyze them by the terror of fright; but
they did not do it. Many of the British people died, but the
survivors kept on fighting; their babies were killed, but they
fought on and they kept on loocking to the west with hope in
their hearts, and they kept on saying, “The inevitable day of
victory will come when this evil thing, this scourge to man-
kind, will be overcome.”

So the signers of this pact looked upon another nation
beyond the ocean’s confines, and they saw a stream of ma-
terial aid coming across the ocean to this embattled people;
as the Senator said a moment ago, not altruistically, not gen-
erously, not as a gratuity, but as a contribution to the
strengthening of the first line of defense of Ameriea’s physical,
moral, and spiritual solidarity and security.

They would like now to say that is the reason why the
“plitzkrieg” has not worked; that it is the aid from America
-which has made the British able to withstand their horrible
assault.
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Now, as the dictators see the volume of that aid ever in-
creasing, day by day and month by month, under the de-
termined demands of the American people; as they see the
stout-hearted resolution of this Nation not to permit Great
Britain to be the victim of this cruel conquest; as they come
to understand that this Nation has been aroused at last out
of its lethargy and apathy, now is sending its sons to the
training camps for her defense, equipped with modern
weapons of war; as they see that we are no longer a divided
people, but that we stand resolutely unified for liberty, re-
gardless of party or personal conditions; as they see these
things they see that the ranks of democracy are closing up,
and at last free men have their blood up and their spirit up;
that they have straightened up, like the mighty men they are,
and have dared to look their would-be conquerors in the
face, and defy them to the conquest of their sacred soil.

It is not the same kind of enemy these monarchs of power
have been running into. Not one of us but feels some per-
sonal pride in being a part of this race of freemen. It is a
slowly aroused people. It is reluctant to enter the crucible of
war., It is peacefully inclined. It gets so much out of its cul-
ture and its life that it hates to lay them down upon the cold
sod of the battlefield. But they have not been afraid to die,
and if demand be made upon this generation, as much as they
love the richness of this generation’s life, they, too, are not
afraid to die, because they have an inheritance for which to
die—of which they are proud.

So what do these creators of new worlds do? They devise
another scheme for another squeeze play. Poor France,
divided, disunited, unprepared in body and in spirit, fair coun-
try that it was, fell prostrate between the Frankenstein to the
north and the stiletto to the south. Now these men of war
say, “Before our victory is achieved we must crush the United
States. Let us try the same tactics upon her.” So they look
beyond the wide Pacific to another conqueror, where totali-
tarianism, also having spread from the other infested areas of
the earth, reigns supreme and dictatorship is the policy and
form of government. Before such greedy eyes the prospect of
rich loot is held out. The tempter says, “Take and enjoy of
the world’s good things, won by the blood of great men.” This
newest of the dictatorships would like to take them by stab-
bing in the back the helpless ones who owned them and run-
ning away like a thief in the night in the security that it
cannot be apprehended.

The one that might keep them back these greedy men
thought they had better dispatch; the one who stood in the
way of the “blitzkrieg” Hitler thought he must dispose of;
so they put the squeeze play from the Atlantic and the Pacific
upon the United States of America. Now they have made
dire threats. They say, “If you dare let this avalanche of sup-
plies continue to beleaguered people of Britain, if you dare
impede our conquest, it means war, attacked by 250,000,000
organized, trained, and equipped people, now the masters of
the Old World and the continents of Africa and Asia and
Eurasia. Dare you to meet that kind of foe, particularly just
before an election, while the people are still unsettled in
domestic policy?”

I cannot but recall how they have manifested an interest in
our domestic political situation, and how they have tried to
time what they have done toward that particular situation. I
remember when Britain was about to put Churchill in the
Cabinet, as I stated, they dared her to do it, because they did
not want that kind of a foe in the British Government.

A little while ago a certain eminent citizen of this country—
Colonel Lindbergh—was considered the potential leader of a
third party, and I remember how I read on the Senate floor,
and all Senators saw in the press, about the satisfaction in the
newspapers of Rome at such a prospect, which might divide the
political sentiment of this country and defeat that brave and
strong man who sits today in the White House of a free people.

Then a little bit ago, after the election in our good State of
Maine, again I saw the headlines in the papers of Rome ex-
pressing jubilation over that election going against the party
now in power, not jubilation because Rome loves republicanism,
not jubilation because the empire of the new Caesar prefers
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the Homiltonian theory of government over another, but
jubilation because of the possibility that such election returns
mean that Franklin D. Roosevelt would be driven out of the
leadership of a mighty nation.

Again I find these pact-signers saying just before the elec-
tion that this great and peace-loving President of ours is lead-
ing this Nation toward war. They would like to hold up the
horrible spectacle of war as a specter to frighten the citizenry
of this country against continuing in leadership that majestic
figure.

Mr. President, there has never been a time in the history of
this Nation when another nation could level such a challenge
to the courage of this people without the assurance that it
would be flung back into their scowling faces with the aroused
spirit of a strong and a brave people.

This time is no exception. I know that if they expected to
frighten this Nation from continuing its aid to Britain, if
they expected to keep that material aid from increasing in
great volume day by day, week by week, and month by
month until Britain shall become so strong on sea and in the
air that they can throw back this would-be conqueror, they
have misjudged the character and the purpose and the policy
of the American people.

If they think they can raise the nightmare of war and pre-
tend that it was incited by our President before the electorate
of this Nation, interfere in our internal political affairs, and
cause us to repudiate the foresighted and courageous leader-
ship he has given us; if they think they can silence that brave
voice which has been the spokesman for the democracies of
the world, again, Mr, President, they have misjudged the
character and the purpose and the policy of the American
people.

Now, therefore, I think it well behooves our people, appre=
ciating as we do the situation in which we find ourselves for
the first time with a Navy almost comparable to ours threat-
ening us on the Pacific side and a navy potentially the equiva-
lent of ours threatening us on the Atlantic side, with the
British Navy removed, and with all this long coast line open
to approach over the highway of the wide ocean, I say in
these circumstances, instead of cringing hefore threats, it
behooves us to redouble, I venture to say, our efforts at defense
and preparation so that if we could, our strength would be
twofold and threefold what it would have been had this chal-
lenge not been leveled from those insidious and iniquitous
sources.

I think we must leave no doubt in anyone’s mind, in the
mind of friend or potential foe, as to whether we are so full
of folly and so short-sighted in vision that we will let the
single democracy which is able to raise its hand upon the
face of the earth go down in defeat under the aggression of
the conquerors of the world all acting in concert.

If we permit this tyrannical policy of “divide and destroy”
to be the means of the destruction of the citadel of freedom
in the British people upon their isle and in their Navy we
forfeit our obligation to our own people to think first, last,
and all the time about their own physical safety and security.

In saying that, Mr. President, I do not say or imply that
we should ever send troops or that we should ever send a boy
from a mother’s heart from this continent to fight in Britain
or elsewhere unless some part of this hemisphere were at-
tacked. But I do say, let us give until it hurts in augmenting
the material resources of England so that they may be assured
of superiority in the air, on the sea, and in arms; that they
may be able to save their innocent homes, women, and chil-
dren from the murderous assault of the night raiders who
would terrorize by death a brave civilian population until they
could make their Government capitulate to what means the
dismemberment of that nation and that temple of freedom.

I think we should go a bit further and tender and keep open
always the offer of our services to the warring nations for the
purpose of finding a decent occasion for peace, but peace only
.upon democratc principles and upon decent safeguards for a
future peace which will keep subsequent generations from
bearing upon their burdened backs the scourge and the blood
of another war.
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I think also we should resolve in our hearts that in any
future time we will and must bear our own share of respon-
sibility for the kind of a world this is. If there was ever a
time when this Nation could pursue its own indifferent way,
regardless of the character of the rest of the world, that time
has passed. As a matter of fact, there has never been any
such era in the whole history of this Nation.

Between the time when this country was discovered and
the year 1914 there were seven world-wide wars in all of
which we participated; those wars originating in Europe and
being world-wide in their significance. That is not generally
appreciated. The one century of isolation we enjoyed, the
one period when we had the consciousness of security was
between 1823, when the Monroe Doctirine was promulgated
by joint action and policy in substance on the part of the
British and the American Governments, and the year 1914,
when the first World War began. That period of peace arose
not out of our geographical isolation; it arose out of the safe-
guards thrown around this country’s security by the states-
manship of the founding fathers of this country.

Monroe, upon the advice of Jefferson and Madison, promul-
gated the Monroe Doctrine, by which, as Jefferson said in con-
nection with another matter, we wedded ourselves to the
British Fleet. That is what has given us the security of the
past century, and the absence of it is what would give us the
insecurity of the present century.

So, Mr. President, it was not geography which has saved us
from attack, for wide oceans give highways of access to a
territory. Germany has had a short and a small coastline
which it has been able to defend for the ages past against the
mightiest navies in Europe or in the world. But we have a
coastline of 15,000 miles, from Nova Scotia around to Puget
Sound, or 43,000 miles of coastline if you follow the indenta-
tions of the coast in all that vast territory.

How many ships, how many submarines, cruisers, and de-
stroyers and lighter craft, would it take to patrol an area
like that? Moreover, the able Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Gieson] a few days ago told the Senate that the Germans
were preparing one of the greatest air fields in the world on
the western coast of Africa, within 5 hours flying time of the
coast of Brazil, upon our own continent.

So we find ourselves beset on all sides by potential or de-
clared foes, the victims of a world-wide squeeze play in-
tended to intimidate us against giving aid to Britain, and
against the continuation of our preparedness program. I say
that I know the American people have properly appraised this
threat to our spiritual and to our physical welfare, and I
know what the response of this people and its Government
will be.

Mr. President, I am glad to see that there has come back
again something of the old religious fervor in the hearts of
the peoples of the world defending the institutions of democ-
racy. I have been somewhat ashamed of the difference in
the way the citizenry of this country has responded to
democracy as compared to the way the citizenry of the dic-
tatorships have responded to their appeals. Where they
bravely gave their lives for their dictatorial purposes, we seem
to shrink from such a contest, and perhaps from such a sac-
rifice. I am glad to see now coming back into the spirit of
our people an aroused courage and determination comparable
to the patriotism of our soldiers and statesmen of an earlier
day.

Let me read to the Senate words which the author of the
play, Sunrise in My Pocket, put into the mouth of David
Crockett while he was besieged at the Alamo at San Antonio
defending democracy:

I didn’t mean I'm looking forward to being dead. I'm not. I've
got a wife and children somewhere, and that gives a man a
mighty powerful want to go on living. Yes; there's an awful lot of
me wants to go on living—most of me, I guess, if it comes to
that, but there's some of me that's willing to die too, and I'll
tell you why. You ask me how I feel about dying, and I ask you,
how do you feel about living? And that seems the important
thing to me, even now; maybe more than ever now, not how

you feel about dying, but how you feel about living. Any fool
can die. There's no trick to it at all, but a knowledgeable man
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can die in such a way that his way of dying, and what he dles for,
can give & blessing to life at the very moment he leaves it.

Now take me. I'm no one in particular, just a common frontiers-
man out of the Tennessee Shakes, but even so, I've got a bee in
my bonnet and I've always had it; a bee that stings out the word
“liberty” over the whole universe in every red dawn. For I believe
in liberty—really believe in it, and I don’t just wear it on my
lips for a decoration, like the French ladies wear scarlet paint
there. No; it’s come to mean more than just a word to me, it's
come to mean a mighty real thing to me. It's come to mean that
the man who does a slavish task of sowing and plowing the fields
ought to have the liberty of reaping the fields. The right to think
for myself, the right to talk for myself, the right to act for myself—
s0 long as I don't hurt my neighbors—and the right to reap what
I have sown; that's what I call liberty.

And I could no more get along without it than I could get
along without air in my lungs. For life is liberty. I mever could
see a hair's difference between the two. And now, all over the
world—in America, too—there's a fight going on between the men
who believe in that and the men who believe that they were born
booted and spurred and ready to ride, while the rest of mankind
were born saddled and ready to be ridden. One of those men is
outside these walls now, getting ready to batter them down. His
name is Santa Anna, and you heard what Travis called him—
a dictator. And if I understand these things at all, then a dictator
is all the little tyrants in a country rolled up into one big one.

If I understand these things at all, then a dictator 15 a man
who says to the people, you shall sow the fields, and you shall
plow the fields, but my own particular friends shall reap them.
My thought may be as black as a mountain tarn, but just the
same, you shall think only my black thoughts; my words may be
as frenzied as a devil's tongue, but, just the same, you shall speak
only my devilish words; my deeds may be as accursed as Cain’s
own crime, but just the same, you shall all be Cains with me!
That's Santa Anna; that's a dictator; that's a man who proves
he loves his country by hating the whole world.

Some call that patriotism, but I call it the patriotism of Hell.
And so, when you ask me, how do I feel about dying, I ask you,
how do you feel about living in Hell? How do you feel about
Hving under the thumb of a man who hates the light of day and
the love of life; a man with night in his brain and death in his
heart? I don't know how you feel about that, but I know how
I feel about it. I'm still an American. And so I say, it's a good
thing to fight a man like that, and an even better thing to die
fighting a man like that.

Mr. President, 1,500 years ago a little body of people called
Armenians received a message from the king of kings, the
King of Persia, and that king said to that brave people, who
had embraced the doctrine of Christianity: :

You must give up Christianity and worship the gods of fire, which

are the gods of Persia. I decree that you do it, and if you do it not,
I will destroy you.

They were not only a brave people, but their own God raised
up a great poet among them to speak for them their Christian,
courageous sentiments; and this is what he said:

From this faith none can move us, neither angels nor men, neither
sword nor fire, nor water nor any deadly punishment.

So, Mr. President, we say to the peoples of the world who
are oppressed today:

Take heart. Take new courage. The democracies are standing up
like men again. You need not be ashamed to be a democracy, and
it will be but a little while until you need not be afrald to be a
democracy.

I know that that sentiment is coming out of the brave heart
of America toward the oppressed countries of mankind, for
more than any other nation we have been the defender of
liberty, and so long as that Statue of Liberty in New York
harbor shall turn its illuminated hand and head toward the
peoples of a besieged world, so long as our mountains shall
Teach up and touch and kiss the ethereal skies, so long as the
red blood of Americanism shall course through brave Amer-
ican hearts, so long as the leadership of our country shall live
up to the traditions of our glorious past, these sad peoples can
look here with assurance, because we so love liberty that we
are willing to help give it to and preserve it for the other lib-
erty-loving peoples of the world.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr.
Chaffee, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed without amendment the bill (S. 4353) to restrict
or regulate the delivery of checks drawn against funds of the
United States, or any agency or instrumentality thereof, to
addresses outside the United States, its Territories, and pos-
sessions, and for other purposes.
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The message also announced that the House had disagreed
to the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9980) to
revise and codify the nationality laws of the United States
into a comprehensive nationality code; agreed to the confer-
ence asked by the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and that Mr. DicksTEIN, Mr. LesINskI, Mr.
Kramer, Mr. Rees of Kansas, and Mr. Van ZANDT were ap-
pointed managers on the part of the House at the conference.
LABELING OF WOOL PRODUCTS: TRUTH IN FABRIC—CONFERENCE

REPORT

The Senate resumed the consideration of the report of the
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the House to the bill (S. 162)
to protect producers, manufacturers, distributors, and con-
sumers from the unrevealed presence of substitutes and mix-
tures in spun, woven, knitted, felted, or otherwise manufac-
tured wool products, and for other purposes.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, for some time
we have listened to the eloquent address of the distinguished
Senator from Florida [Mr. PEpPER], and we are made much
better because of his eloquent appeal.

Mr. President, the United States faces a future which is
somewhat uncertain. About 20 years ago, at the end of what
was called the World War, the democracies were in the as-
cendency. The democracies came out of that world conflict
victorious. The democracies in 10 years’ time permitted the
totalitarian nations, or the so-called dictator nations, to re-
habilitate themselves with armies and navies, until today the
future of democracies is in the balance.

In Europe today we find the German Government alined
with the Italian Government, and now more recently alined
with the Japanese Government in Asia; and we hear threats
that these alihed Governments are to be joined by still other
governments of the so-called totalitarian or dictatorial form.

Mr. President, because of the threats which confront the
United States, our people have become interested in having
our Military Establishment so expanded as to be able, we
hope, to take care of the people of our country, our property,
and our Government.

Last November I thought I foresaw what might come in
the next year or two. Being the chairman of the subcom-
mittee of the Appropriations Commiitee dealing with the
War Department appropriation bill, I suggested to some of
my colleagues that, inasmuch as we had to hold hearings and
make recommendations it might be a good idea for a number
of members of the subcommittee of the Committee on Appro-
priations of the Senate and a number of members of the
Committee on Military Affairs of the Senate to join with
similar delegations from the House and make a survey of the
status of our present Military Establishment. That was in
the latter part of October or the first of November.

Pursuant to that suggestion, a number of Members of the
Senate and a number of Members of the House joined to-
gether; and the group, with some Army officials, made a tour,
visiting approximately 150 military posts and establishments,
air fields, airports, and airplane factories, located not only in
continental United States but in Puerto Rico and Panama.
When we returned late in December we found the people of
the United States still not especially interested in the develop-
ment of our military program and our military power.

When Congress convened in the early part of January, the
President of the United States submitted to the Congress his
recommendations for approprations in the form of the annual
Budget. As is the custom, the Budget was first referred to
the House of Representatives for its consideration. After
some months of consideration the Appropriations Commitiee
of the House, acting through its subcommittee, brought forth
the War Department appropriation bill. The President had
been very conservative in making requests for funds with
which to expand our military program; but when the House
of Representatives began to consider the recommendations
of the President and the Budget requests, the House commit-
tee proceeded to cut down, pare, and diminish the conserva-
tive requests submitted by the President in the Budget for
1941,
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Some time in April the House passed on the War Depart-
ment appropriation bill. The House sustained the reduction
made by the House committee in the Budget estimates, and
the bill in that form came to the Senate.

Had the Senate agreed to the reductions made by the House
of Representatives and passed the bill promptly, we should
have had no expansion to speak of in the Military Estab-
lishment of the United States. There would have been a
slight increase in the number of soldiers, a slight increase in
the number of planes, practically no increase in the number
of antiaircraft guns, practically no increase in the number
of small arms, no expansion in powder, no expansion in am-
munition, and, so far as I can tell, but little expansion else-
where.

Mr. President, it required the invasicn of the Netherlands
and Belgium to awaken the people of the United States.
The awakening came pretty late. I hope it did not come too
late. At the time of the invasion of the Low Countries of
Europe by the German military machine, when the people
of the States became alarmed, Congress was criticized for
not having had at that moment a strong military machine
able to protect our property, our interests, and our Govern-
ment, even though they should be attacked by the strong
military power of Germany.

Mr. President, that would have been an impossibility. We
cannot develop soldiers overnight. I have heard it said that
if we should be attacked by some foreign foe, millions of
American youth would spring to the service of the country.
They might do so, but I wonder what they would carry along
with them in their spring. They would have no weapons of
any kind. They would have no uniforms. They would not
be trained. I should like to know what effect springing to the
front would have if we should be confronted with the mili-
tary might of the present German Government.

So, Mr. President, as a result of what has transpired during
the past year, the Congress of the United States is still in
session. This is the 1st of October 1940. I have been a Mem-
ber of this body for some 14 years, and this is the longest
single session in which I have served. At the present time I
see no probability of adjournment. In all probability, the
Congress now in session will remain in session until the next
Congress convenes in January 1941.

So, Mr. President, because of the things so eloquently por-
trayed by the distinguished Senator from Florida, today we
are forced to expand our military organization. We must
have men, and we must train them. However, trained men
will not suffice. The men must have equipment. They must
have planes. They must have rifles. They must have anti-
tank guns, antiaircraft guns, and coast-defense guns. We
must have guns for the battleships. We are trying to pro-
vide those things as fast as we can.

Today we find some difficulties in the expansion of our
military program. We are calling boys to the colors, and they
are coming by the thousands. To care for those boys we
must have cantonments.

We must have housing facilities. Today we find that there
is a shortage of lumber. The United States desires to buy
so much lumber that there is not sufficient lumber in sight
to supply the demand. As a result, the price of lumber is
higher than it has been for years, and it is advancing daily.

In order to make antiaircraft guns, rifies, antitank guns,
tanks, and battleships, we must have iron. I am not an
expert on ircn, but I am advised that scrap iron—which
means a mixture of all kinds of iron and steel—when melted
makes a higher quality of steel than does the iron which
comes from the ore in the first instance. If I am not correct
in that particular, I shall be glad to be corrected. However,
I am advised that scrap iron makes a better quality of steel
for making tanks, battleships, and armor plate than does
the iron made from the ore as it comes from the mine. In
other words, scrap iron is a better iron for military purposes
than is virgin iron.

In order to equip our boys we must provide housing for
them. We must provide implements and weapons for them.
We must provide uniforms for them. Very soon we shall
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undoubtedly have a million men in cantonments. In order
that those 1,000,000 men may be properly trained, they must
have facilities. They must have not only weapons but cloth-
ing. Clothing for the soldiers is made mainly from wool.

We now have pending in the Senate a bill which has for
its purpose increasing the price of wool. I wonder what the
Senate would think if some Member of this body should rise
in his place and introduce a bill to raise the price of lumber
at a time when the Government must have lumber, and
when there is not in sight enough lumber to supply the de-
mand. I wonder what would happen in the Senate if some
Senator should introduce and press for consideration a bill
raising the price of scrap iron or pig iron necessary for the
use of the Government in the development of its military
expansion program. Yet at this hour we have pending before
the Senate a bill having for its sole purpose raising the
price of wool. To the extent that the bill, if passed, would
raise the price of wool, it would raise the price of woolen
cloth. To the extent that the bill would raise the price of
woolen cloth, it would raise the price of uniforms; it would
raise the price of overcoats; it would raise the price of
blankets; it wculd raise the price of every woolen article
which the Government must have to clothe the soldiers who
may be called upon to fight the battles of the Nation.

Mr. President, at this time I desire to place in the RECORD
a statement as to some of the influences back of the bill. A
little while ago I asked unanimous consent to yield the flocr
in order that the Senator from Florida [Mr. PEpPER] might
address the Senate. Both the Senators from Wyoming ob-
jected to my yielding the floor for that purpose. I desire
to indicate for the REcorp at this time some of the influences
back of this particular bill.

I read from what purports to be a copy of the hearings
on this bill.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. AusTiN] was a member
of the committee that held hearings on this wool bill. When
the hearings were held, a gentleman by the name of Mr. J. B.
Wilson, of McKinley, Wyo,, was a witness. Mr. Wilson had
previously testified in behalf of the bill. He claimed to repre-
sent the Wyoming Wool Growers’ Association and the Na-
tional Wool Growers’ Association. Mr. Wilson said he was
Washington representative for the wool growers on various
matters before Congress affecting their interests.

To Mr. Wilson the Senator from Vermont [Mr. Austin]
put the straightforward question:

Is there any such thing as Consumers’ League for Honest Wool
Labeling?

Mr. Wilson had been before the committee and testified
that he represented the wool growers of Wyoming and the
National Wool Growers’ Association, and he had just pub-
lished, shortly before that, a little booklet entitled “Honest
Wool Labeling,” headed, “Why enactment of truth-in-fabries
legislation is necessary to protect the consuming public from
fraud and deception in the purchase of woolen products.”

So the Senator from Vermont asked Mr. Wilson some ques-
tions. Mr. Wilson is now in the gallery; and if I misquote
him—I do not intend to do so—I shall probably be advised of
the fact, and I shall be glad to make the correction tomorrow;
but he is listening to what I have to say.

" So the Senator from Vermont asked Mr. Wilson a question.
In answering the question, “Is there any such thing as Con-
sumers’ League for Honest Wool Labeling?” Mr. Wilson said:

The Consumers’ League for Honest Wool Lahelmg. Senator, is the
cutgrowth of organizations we have had in Wyoming for some 19
years that have been attempting to secure truth-in-fabrics legis-
laticn. The organization you speak of is an organization of which

I suppose, if there be a head, I am the directing head, but there are
no salaries connected with it, and it is just an organization to——

Then he stopped for a moment—

regarding this particular bill that is now under consideration before
your committee.

Senator AusTIN. What kind of an organization is 1t?

Mr. WiLson. Well, it is just a loose organization of friends of
mine from Wyoming, with no dues.

Senator AustiN. Is it incorporated?

Mr. WmLson. No.
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Senator Austin. Is it a copartnership?

Mr WiLsow. No. It is just——

Then he paused for a few moments, and sald—
and T want to be perfectly frank with you in saying so.

That is not a very good sentence, but that is the record.

Senator Austmv. To be perfectly accurate, is it not yourself doing
business as the Consumers’' League?
Mr. WnsonN. No, sir. It is myself and some friends in Wyoming.

I concede that Mr. Wilson has a right to be in the gallery.
The humblest citizen of Wyoming or of Oklahoma or of any
other State is welcome to the best seat in the gallery of the
Senate of the United States, and I am not criticizing him for
being there. He has a right to be there. I am not criticizing
Mr. Wilson for appearing before the committee. He had a
right to appear before the committee. He had a right to
testify, and I have a right to quote his testimony. So Mr.
Wilson is interested in this bill in behalf of the wool growers
of Wyoming and the National Association of Wool Growers,
and he has a right to represent them.

Mr. President, this bill is intended to have an influence on
wool, to raise the price of raw or virgin wool, and to discredit
the use of reworked or reprocessed or used wool. The enact-
ment of the bill would divide the woolen industry into two
parts: On the one hand, the growers of wool—that is, the
producers of raw virgin wool—and, on the other hand, those
interested in reprocessed wool or reused wool, or wool some-
times called shoddy.

Mr. President, if a suit worn by a Senator upon this floor
should be discarded, and should find its way back to some
woolen mill, it could be put through various processes, taken
all apart, and fibers separated and recarded and respun and
rewoven into cloth; and, if so, the cloth would be called
shoddy under the terms of the bill, because, under the terms
of the bill, such cloth would be made from reused wool.

The bill has for its purpose, I say, first the advancement of
the price of raw or virgin wool. It has for its purpose, second,
the degrading, if I may use that term, or the disuse of all wool
which has been used once, either in woven cloth or in worn
cloth. So, as I see the bill, it will have the force and effect of
increasing the price of wool. Even the prospects of the pas-
sage of the bill on yesterday were responsible for increasing
the price of wool 3 cents a pound, and increasing the price of
woolen cloth 5 cents a yard. If the bill becomes the law, it is
my judgment that the price of raw wool will be enhanced
still further. Wool will go higher and higher and higher;
and as the Government has to buy millions of yards of woolen
cloth for uniforms, millions of yards of woolen cloth for
overcoats, millions of pounds of wool for blankets and other
woolen products, the bill, if passed, will increase the cost
of woolen products to the Government in the sum of many
million dollars.

I wonder what would happen if I should inftroduce in the
Senate a bill providing that ashy-green tobacco should be
placed on a parity with bright-red tobacco. That, in effect,
is what this bill does in the case of wool. If this bill becomes
a law, it will place on a parity, so far as the law is conecerned,
‘tag wool selling for 5 cents a pound and top wool selling
for 90 cents a pound. If I should introduce a bill providing
that under the law ashy green tinted tobacco, cured in the
sunshine, should be of the same character as bright red to-
bhacco, which sells for 30 or 40 cents a pound, while the other
tebacco sells for almost nothing—it is a nondescript to-
bacco—I imagine I should find the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. BargrEy] and the other Senators from the tobacco-
growing States resisting that kind of legislation; and if they
did not, they should.

If I should introduce a measure seeking to discredit the
cane sugar of the South, would I not find the Senators from
the cane sugar producing States of the South resisting it?
On the other hand, if I should introduce a bill seeking to dis-
credit and minimize and depreciate the beet sugar of the
Northwest, would I not find the Senators from that area
resisting that type of legislation? If they did not, they
should. Here is a bill proposing to classify cotton on a lower
grade than even the lowest-grade shoddy; and so far Sen-
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ators from the cotton-growing States, if not asleep, are
dozing.

At the present time hundreds of thousands of bales of
cotton are used in conjunction with wool in making cloth. I
repeat, hundreds of thousands of bales of cotton today are
used in conjunction with wool in making cloth. Take the
case of the Tugs on which Senators stand: The base of those
rugs is cotton; the top is wool.

In many kinds of cloth the warp is cotton and is stronger
than wool. It does not stretch; it does not shrink. But if
this bill becomes a law, a man who makes cloth must reveal
that it contains a certain percentage of cotton. The bill will,
in effect, depreciate cotton; it will, in effect, in my judgment,
have a tendency to make the public not want cotton.

I realize that cotton is a firmer fibher than wool. Wool
has a sort of soft fiber. Wool is warmer than cotton, I
renlize; and in making cloth, manufacturers use cotton for
the warp to make the cloth stronger, to keep it from stretch-
ing and from shrinking. Then they put in for the woof, or
the main part of the cloth, wool. The wool gives the cloth
warmth, and its appearance and its texture. But the cotton,
when used in connection with wool, gives it strength and
keeps it from shrinking and stretching.

If the bill becomes law, I am fearful that there will be little
cotton used in the future in connection with wool in making
cloth, because the label will have to state how much wool is
in the cleth, and whether the wool is virgin wool, or whether
it is reused wool or reprocessed wool. The label will have to
state whether or not there is cotton in the cloth and how
much—how much silk is in the cloth, and how much wool.
The label will have to relate how much rayon or how much
nylon is in the cloth, and the percentage. It is my judgment
that, if the bill becomes a law, a consumer who goes to a
store to purchase a suit or a coat, if he sees on the label “75
percent wool and 25 percent cotton,” will lay the garment
aside and say, “I don’t want that garment; that has cotton
in it. I want an all-wool garment,” and the dealer will
bring out an all-wool garment. Under the bill the all-wool
garment may be made out of shoddy. It is my judgment
that the consumer would much rather have a garment
labeled “all-wool product” than have the garment labeled
“75 percent wool and 25 percent cotton.” It is my convic-
tion, if the bill becomes law, that cotton and wool will not be
used together any more to any extent, because the public
will not want wool and cotton mixzed.

It is a fact now that most of the blankets which are made
by woolen mills contain a large percentage of cotton. The
cotton gives the blanket strength. A blanket with a cotton
warp will not strefch. A blanket with a cotton warp will not
shrink, Omne does not dare to wash an all-wool blanket,
made of pure, virgin wool, unless it is washed by a particular
process. It can be dry-cleaned; but if washed, it draws up
and shrinks and is not a satisfactory blanket. Yet, in my
judgment, if this bill becomes a law, the use of cotton in con-
nection with making blankets will almost cease. That is
the purpose of the bill. It has no other purpose except to
magnify and increase the use of wool, and to the extent it
increases the use of wool it will decrease the use of cotton.

The hill, if enacted, will stab cotton in the back. The
people in 11 or 12 States depend on cotton as the money crop.
If the bill becomes a law, it will still further embarrass the
cotton industry. In my judgment, it will decrease the use
of cotton, in conjunction with wool, by many hundreds of
thousands of bales.

Mr. President, I made the statement before upon this floor
that, in my judgment, if the bill shall be enacted, cotton will
take a place one grade lower in the textile industry than that
occupied by poor shoddy, because shoddy is wool. Under
the terms of the bill a suit of clothes could be made out of
shoddy as a wool product, and the merchants could label the
garment an “all-wool product.” It might be reused wool;
it might be reprocessed wool; but it would be wool. So the
purpose of the bill is to increase the demand for wool and
decrease the demand for cotton; decrease the demand for
rayon; decrease the demand for silk; and decrease the de-
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mand for everything else that is used in making textiles, and
to magnify the use of wool. It is because of that fact that
I have opposed the proposed legislation from its inception.
I am opposed to it now, and I shall give some reasons why I
am opposed to it.

First. The bill should not pass because there is no test
that can disclose the presence or percentage of reprocessed
or reused wool in any garment; hence, foreign factories may
make merchandise with cheap labor and cheap wool, and
label such merchandise as they desire, and compete with
United States products where inspectors may be placed in
domestic mills.

Second. The hill, if enacted, may force United States mills
to establish branches in foreign countries to compete with
merchandise made for sale abroad, as well as for sale in the
United States.

Third. The bill should not be passed because it places cot-
ton in a class with or below the poorest grade of shoddy;
hence, is an anticotton act.

Fourth. The bill should not be passed because its purpose
is to increase the price of wool at a time when the price of
wool is some 20 percent above parity, while other farm com-
modities are far below parity, and to the extent that such a
bill does increase the price of wool, it is an antinational de-
fense act, thereby obviously increasing the cost of woolen
uniforms, overcoats, and all other items of clothing necessary
for the comfort and welfare of our soldiers.

Fifth. Since there is no test which can disclose the presence
of reprocessed or reused wool, in order to enforce the act it
will be necessar